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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Very often there is a nostalgia 
for the days of the great 
educational leaders of the past—  
19th Century hero-presidents who 
founded an institution or lifted 
it to its first reknown. To a 
very considerable extent these 
early presidents have become 
models by which their contemporary 
successors have been measured and 
found wanting.
Rourke and Brooks, 1966
Despite Clark Kerr's (1984) admonition that the 
performance and accomplishments of college presidents 
must be judged according to the time and context within 
which presidents serve, rather than in comparison with 
predecessors, to many in higher education the "giants" of 
the late 19th century continue to serve as the measure of 
presidential leadership in today's colleges and 
universities.
Towering presidents such as Andrew Dickson White of 
Cornell, Charles W. Eliot of Harvard, David Starr Jordan 
of Stanford, Daniel Coit Gilman of Johns Hopkins
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University, and William Rainey Harper of the University
of Chicago, still cast a long shadow over contemporary
presidents and, as Sharp (1984) points out,
"Periodically, an anguished cry goes up, 'Where are the
giants of yesteryear in higher education?'" (p. 12).
Indeed, as Steven Muller (1988) states, "Where are the
great college presidents of today?" is a question that
few who lead major universities have escaped, asked as he
points out "in a plaintive— and implicitly accusatory—
tone" (p.23). Muller also maintains that:
The question, in fact, is not merely 
rhetorical— it constitutes an indictment.
The questioner has in mind the Gilmans,
Eliots, Hutchins, or Conants of the past; 
he or she sees only those of us who currently 
hold office and finds us wanting (p. 23).
However, while the image of heroic presidential 
leadership is still strong, there is some consensus that 
conditions and constraints exist (Green, 1988; Kauffman, 
1980; Kerr and Gade, 1986) which make it difficult for 
today's leaders to assert the unfettered leadership of 
the past. There is also much confusion as to what 
constitutes effective leadership (Bennis and Nanus, 1985; 
Green, 1988; Yukl, 1981), and it is possible that the 
imagery of the "giants" of the past contributes to this
14
confusion. As Berendzen (1986) comments, "Unfortunately 
images linger long after reality changes" (p. 237).
Despite this confusion, effective leadership in 
today's colleges and universities, especially at the 
presidential level, is considered crucial by many experts 
in the field of higher education (Cowley, 1980; Fisher, 
Tack, and Wheeler, 1988; Kauffman, 1980). Accordingly, 
there is a need to contribute to an understanding of 
effective presidential leadership in the context of the 
contemporary constraints within which presidents of 
higher education institutions now attempt to lead, versus 
some model of presidential effectiveness from the past. 
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 
prevailing perceptions of a representative sample of 
college and university presidents with regard to 
contemporary constraints on effective presidential 
leadership in higher education.
More specifically, it was the purpose of this study 
to determine presidential perceptions of the importance 
of each of thirty factors as a constraint which prevents 
or inhibits a college or university president from being 
as effective a leader as he or she would like to be.
The following questions address this purpose:
1. What degree of importance do the presidents, 
as a group, assign to each of the constraints?
2. Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when the presidents are 
grouped according to the type of institution 
over which they preside; the control of the 
institution; or the size of the institution?
3. Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when presidents are grouped 
according to length of tenure; age; or gender?
4. What factors are perceived as being the 
three most important constraints on effective 
presidential leadership?
5. How freguently do the presidents surveyed find 
their work to be highly satisfying or extremely 
rewarding?
Significance of the Study
This study deals with one of the most fundamental 
issues that has interested higher education researchers 
over the years —  presidential leadership.
For more than a decade, significant concerns have 
been expressed regarding the condition of presidential
leadership in higher education institutions. Several 
higher education experts (Fisher, 1984; Kauffman, 1984; 
Keller, 1983) claim that there has been a serious decline 
in college and university leadership. The report of the 
Commission on Strengthening Presidential Leadership 
(1984) stressed that strengthening presidential leader­
ship was one of the most urgent concerns on the agenda of 
higher education in the United States. In a sequel to 
this report, Kerr and Gade (1986) agreed that the presi­
dency in most academic institutions has been diminished. 
Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler's 1988 study of the college 
president, The Effective College President, continued 
this theme of apprehension over the state of presidential 
leadership noting, "At almost every higher education 
meeting held today, someone inevitably mentions the lack 
of strong presidential leadership as the root of higher 
education's problems" (p. 100).
Underlying many of the concerns expressed about 
presidential leadership is the belief in Stoke's (1959) 
contention that presidents make a difference. But, there 
is also agreement with Pfeffer's (1978) argument that 
leadership may not matter because environmental 
constraints severely limit the leaders' ability to have 
an impact on the institutions over which they preside.
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However, while the environment is often cited as an 
important ingredient in leadership effectiveness, the 
college and university presidency within the context of 
leadership constraints has not been significantly or 
systematically addressed in higher education literature. 
In general, little research exists regarding the 
perceptions that underlie presidential behavior. In 
particular, little research has been conducted regarding 
presidential perceptions of the environmental constraints 
within which presidents exercise leadership.
This study was undertaken primarily in response to 
the concerns regarding presidential leadership. It 
covers an area not dealt with in any great depth by 
current higher education literature— constraints on 
presidential leadership as perceived by the presidents 
themselves. Because of the apparent void in empirical 
evidence with respect to constraints on effective 
presidential leadership, this study is an effort to fill 
the gap and add to the current knowledge of effective 
leadership in higher education. The perceptions of the 
presidents constitute the basic fund of knowledge upon 
which the findings rest.
The premise of this study is that perception and 
behavior are linked, and that it is helpful to investi-
18
gate what presidents perceive to be the constraints on 
effective leadership. Understanding the perceptions of 
constraints held by college and university presidents is 
important because these perceptions significantly shape 
and define the presidents' leadership behavior. However, 
as Neumann (1989) points out, "little research exists on 
the beliefs, ideas, and expectations that underlie the 
different patterns of presidential behavior..." (p. 139).
As a result of exploring presidential perceptions of 
constraints, in depth, it is hoped that a better general 
understanding of the contemporary challenges to effective 
presidential leadership may be developed. It is also 
hoped that this study will allow aspiring presidents to 
anticipate the kinds of constraints they may encounter, 
and that boards of trustees, faculty, students, and other 
constituents will be more specifically aware of the 
constraints which complicate the leadership role in 
today's colleges and universities.
Theory
The situational approach to the theory of effective 
leadership provides the conceptual framework for this 
research. This approach emphasizes the importance of 
situational factors in understanding leadership 
effectiveness (Yukl, 1981).
19
I\. is acknowledged that it may not be possible to 
obtain a theory of effective leadership that will be 
particularly applicable to presidents of colleges and 
universities, in the sense of a generally accepted body 
of principles that will fully explain effective 
presidential leadership. However, common sense dictates 
that since some presidents are more effective than 
others, it might be possible to attempt to determine what 
factors affect the probability of effective presidential 
leadership.
While much of the writing and research on leadership 
ha!s focused on the factors that promote leadership 
effectiveness, this study assumes that it is egually 
important to investigate the factors that prevent or 
inhibit a leader from being as effective as he or she 
would like to be. The study also assumes that some 
variance in leadership effectiveness is due to 
situational factors (Bass, 1990) and will, therefore, 
focus on those situational factors that are considered to 
be constraints on effective presidential leadership. 
Definition of Terms
President. This is a generic term used to describe any 
individual who is responsible for leading a higher 
education institution with degree-granting authority.
Effective Leadership. Since no consensus exists with 
regard to the definition of effective leadership, no 
preconceived definition was given to the presidents who
were surveyed. It was left up to each president to
determine what constitutes effective leadership relative 
to his or her type of institution.
Constraint. A factor which prevents or inhibits a
president from being as effective a leader as he or she
would like to be.
Higher Education Institution. One that is accredited at 
the college level by an agency or association recognized 
by the Secretary of the United States Department of 
Education.
Public Higher Education Institution. One whose programs 
and activities are operated by publicly elected or 
appointed school officials and which is supported 
primarily by public funds.
Private Higher Education Institution. An institution 
controlled by a private individual or individuals or by a 
nongovernmental agency, usually primarily supported by 
other than public funds.
Doctorate-Granting Universities I. In addition to 
offering a full range of baccalaureate programs, the 
mission of these institutions includes a commitment to
21
graduate education through the doctorate degree. They 
award at least 40 Ph.D. degrees annually in five or more 
disciplines.
Doctorate-Granting Universities II. In addition to 
offering a full range of baccalaureate programs, the 
mission of these institutions includes a commitment to 
graduate education through the doctorate degree. They 
award annually 20 or more Ph.D. degrees in at least one 
discipline or 10 or more Ph.D. degrees in three or more 
disciplines.
Research Universities I. Institutions that offer a full 
range of baccalaureate programs, are committed to 
graduate education through the doctorate degree and give 
high priority to research. They receive annually at 
least $35.5 million in federal support for research and 
development and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each 
year.
Research Universities II. Institutions that offer a 
fully range of baccalaureate programs, are committed to 
graduate education through the doctorate degree and give 
high priority to research. They receive annually between 
$12.5 and $33.5 million in federal support for research 
and development and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each 
year.
Liberal Arts Colleges I. Highly selective institutions 
that are primarily undergraduate colleges and award more 
than half of their baccalaureate degrees in arts and 
science fields.
Liberal Arts Colleges II. Less selective institutions 
that are primarily undergraduate colleges and award more 
than half of their degrees in liberal arts. This 
category also includes a group of colleges that award 
less than half of their degrees in liberal arts fields 
but, with fewer than 1,500 students, are too small to be 
considered comprehensive.
Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I. Institutions 
that offer baccalaureate programs and, with few 
exceptions, graduate education through the master's 
degree. More than half of their baccalaureate degrees 
are awarded in two or more occupational or professional 
disciplines such as engineering or business 
administration. All of the institutions in this group 
enroll at least 2,500 students.
Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II. Institutions 
that award more than half their baccalaureate degrees in 
two or more occupational or professional disciplines such 
as engineering or business administration, and many also 
offer graduate education through the master's degree.
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All of the institutions in this group enroll between 
1,500 and 2,500 full-time students.
Limitations of the Study.
This study focused only on the perceptions of 
presidents of colleges and universities. Therefore, it 
is limited to a single viewpoint— the president's.
The list of constraints is not exhaustive, but an 
attempt was made to include those mentioned most often in 
the literature of leadership in higher education 
institutions.
This research focused only on the importance of 
situational factors on leadership effectiveness in 
colleges and universities. It is recognized that the 
presidents differ on a host of variables other than those 
used in the study; therefore, where significance is 
established, no causal statements can be made.
It is acknowledged that there may be effects on the 
dependent variables produced by the combined influence of 
any two or more of the independent variables working in 
concert. However, due to the descriptive nature of the 
study, no attempt was made to examine these effects.
One can never be sure that the individual who 
responds to a survey is expressing his/her true feelings
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or attitudes, but honesty of response is increased by 
assurance of anonymity (Gay, 1981).
Two-year colleges and institutions, classified by 
the Carnegie Foundation as institutions which offer 
certificate or degree programs through the Associate of 
Arts level and which, with few exceptions, offer no 
baccalaureate degrees, were not included in this study. 
The research findings, therefore, may not be 
generalizable to presidents in these institutions.
Professional schools, such as seminaries, medical 
schools, and schools of law and other specialized 
institutions, such as graduate centers and corporate 
colleges and universities were not included in this 
study. The research findings, therefore, may not be 
generalizable to presidents in these institutions. 
Overview of the Study
Literature related to the study is reviewed in 
Chapter 2. An overview of the situational approach to 
leadership will be followed by a review of literature 
focusing on the presidential position and literature 
relating to constraints on presidential leadership in 
colleges and universities.
In Chapter 3 the design of the study is outlined.
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This chapter includes the null hypothesis; a description 
of the population and sample; instrumentation; and method 
of data analysis.
The research findings are analyzed in Chapter 4.
The conclusions, theoretical and practical implications, 
and recommendations for future research are discussed in 
Chapter 5.
Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
After a brief overview of the situational approach 
to the study of leadership effectiveness, the review will 
focus on literature and studies pertaining to the 
position of the college and university president and 
literature relating to constraints on presidential 
leadership.
Leadership as a Situational Phenomenon
Fiedler and Chemers (1974) maintain that the 
situation, defined as "...aspects of the environment 
which affect the individual" (p. 56), plays an important 
part in any attempt to understand leadership. In the 
same vein, Bass (1990) declares that "An adequate 
analysis of leadership involves a study not only of 
leaders, but of the situation" (p. 40).
According to McCall and Lombardo (1978), however, 
studies of leadership typically fail to consider the 
situational context. They decry the fact that:
26
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For all of our situations and contin­
gencies, for all our talk about leadership 
and environmental influences, there is a 
devastating lack of systematic research on 
the relationship between specific potent 
elements of the environment and the 
behavior of leaders (p.152).
These authors consider leadership to be a "situational
phenomenon" (p. 162) and emphasize the fact that
"... leadership has no meaning outside the context— the
'it'— in which it is embedded" (p. 153).
Writers of higher education literature have also 
made note of the situational approach to leadership. For 
example, Green (1988) stresses that leadership is 
contextual and does not exist "divorced from its 
environment" (p. 10); Plante and Caret (1990) assert that 
"...the sophisticated understand that an administrator 
neither leads nor manages out of context" (p. 39); and 
Kerr and Gade (1986) state that "to understand the 
presidency, it is necessary to appreciate the context of 
each individual presidency..." (p. xiii). Astin and 
Scherrie (1980) also caution that "Any attempt to make 
college administration more effective must be based on an 
awareness of the constraints that are imposed on admini­
strative effectiveness by institutional characteristics 
largely beyond the control of institutional policy 
makers..." (p. 141), and McLaughlin and Reisman (1990)
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state unequivocably that "Leadership is always 
contextual" (p. 306).
In discussing situational determinants of leader 
behavior, however, Yukl (1981) points to the relative 
scarcity of research on situational determinants, as well 
as to the fact that studies of such determinants suffer 
from the lack of a broad perspective on the demands and 
constraints faced by a leader. Nevertheless, he notes 
that the research which has been conducted in this 
respect "...provides some useful insights into the manner 
in which leader behavior is shaped by the leadership 
situation" (p. 179).
Because of the potential contribution of the 
situational approach to a better understanding of 
effective leadership, as well as the apparent scarcity of 
its application, it would appear that examining aspects 
of the situation that influence leadership effectiveness 
is an appropriate task for leadership research.
The "Impossible" Job of the College and University 
President
In Eells' and Hollis' annotated bibliography, The 
College Presidency 1900-1960, published in 1960, many of 
the works cited discuss the duties and responsibilities
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of the presidential position, with much accent on the 
burdens, hazards, complexity, and difficulties of the 
"impossible" job.
More recently, many other authors have referred to 
the president's job as an "impossible" one. For example, 
Birnbaum (1988), maintains that "The loss of effective 
presidential authority, related internally to changes in 
organizational complexity and patterns of influence, and 
externally to increased environmental constraints, helped 
to transform the role [of the president] from a difficult 
job to an impossible one" (p. 3). Similarly, Munitz 
1980), in reviewing presidential leadership, states that 
"The administration of a contemporary college or 
university is an increasingly specialized and complex 
profession, so beset by varied expectations that it is 
frequently decried as an unpleasant or even impossible 
task" (pp. 377-378).
Discussing leadership in academic organizations, 
Bensimon, Neumann, and Birnbaum (1989), contend that 
the ambiguity of purpose, the diffusion of power and 
authority, and the absence of clear and measurable 
outcomes are but a few of the constraints faced by 
college presidents and other administrative leaders. 
"Viewed from a rational perspective," they say, "these
30
constraints make the presidency appear as an impossible 
job" (p. v).
Fred Harvey Harrington, in the foreword to 
Presidential Passages (1981), commenting on the college 
and university presidency, draws attention to the fact 
that "...there is talk that the job has become 
impossible, what with the problems of size and declining 
public and governmental support, not to mention the 
incredible complications stemming from affirmative 
action, court cases, environmental conflicts, inflation, 
shifting sex standards, and unionization" (p xii). 
According to Green (1988), "...higher education today 
provides an environment that constrains the exercise of 
unfettered leadership" (p. 14).
Why is the college and university president's job 
considered to be "impossible"? In seeking an answer to 
this question, based on the above-mentioned comments, it 
seems appropriate to look further at what has been 
written about the constraints which surround contemporary 
college or university presidents.
Contemporary Constraints on Presidential Leadership
Kerr and Gade (1986) discuss many internal and 
external constraints which impact on the effectiveness of 
presidential leadership in their study, The Many Lives of
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Academic Presidents and, in the foreword to this study, 
Robert L. Gale, President of the Association of American 
Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges, asserts 
that "The pressures of the [president's] job and the 
constraints on it are greater than ever"•
Speaking from experience as a past college 
president, Kauffman (1980) declares that "It is 
frustrating to be held accountable for an institution and 
yet to have so many constraints on one's exercise of 
authority and responsibility" (p. 50). while Fisher 
(1984), another former president, mentions the "stifling 
constraints on both public and private colleges and 
universities by state agencies, federal controls, more 
powerful faculty and student groups, and anxious boards 
of trustees..." (p. 17).
Fisher is not alone in voicing concern regarding the 
intrusion of federal and state agencies into higher 
education affairs. Over thirty years ago, Dodds (1962) 
drew attention to the fact that "The rising interest of 
the federal government in higher education is creating a 
new set of forces drawing presidents of private and 
state-supported institutions alike away from on-campus 
involvement in educational operations" (p. 8). Since 
that time, various other authors have expressed concern
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about federal and state intrusion (Austin and Gamson, 
1983; Baldridge et al., 1978; Bok, 1986) and, in 1980, 
the report of the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in 
Higher Education forecast that "Public authorities will 
penetrate ever farther into the internal life of 
institutions, increasingly determining what shall and 
shall not be done" (p. 3).
Intrusion by the courts is also considered to be one 
of the organizational constraints under which presidents 
operate (Mortimer and McConnell, 1978). As the final 
report of the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in 
Higher Education (1980) points out "The courts are also 
more and more being drawn into what were once the 
internal affairs of higher education; and when drawn in 
are intruding more deeply into these affairs" (p. 14). 
Riesman (1980) refers to litigation as "one of the curses 
that give presidents the sense of being besieged"
(p. xiii).
Participation by the governing board in daily 
decision-making, or opposition from a member or members 
of the governing board, can place severe constraints on 
presidential effectiveness. As writers such as Kauffman
(1980) maintain, nothing is more important to a college 
or university president than a successful relationship
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with the board of trustees and that "...without a sound 
relationship with the governing board, the president 
cannot be effective" (p. 52). But, while there is 
general agreement with Flawn's (1990) statement that the 
board "...is supposed to govern the institution, not 
manage it" (p. 18), this maxim does not always hold true.
Carbone (1981) for example, refers to the "myth" 
that boards make policy and presidents administer it, 
pointing out that board members often infringe on 
administrative territory. Kerr and Gade (1986) support 
this finding. Noting that fewer boards restrict 
themselves only to policy, they declare, "Most boards 
are now more managerial" (p. 110). One president 
interviewed by the Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential Leadership (1984) thought that "the job of 
president is 25 to 30 percent more demanding than it 
should be because of extramural interference from the 
board of trustees" (p. 46), and Taylor (1984) states that 
"Most incoming presidents expect to serve longer than 
they do, but many resign, citing problems with their 
governing board as a motivating factor" (p. 71).
Another important relationship in any college or 
university is the relationship between the president and 
the faculty. However, in analyzing presidents' responses
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to questions regarding their frustrations, Astin and
Scherrie (1980), found faculty to be the most frequent
source of disappointment, noting:
Presidents complain that some faculty 
are unable to accommodate change and be 
imaginative, that faculty are not under­
standing and supportive, that it is 
difficult to establish a relationship 
of mutual trust with the faculty, and 
that some faculty are suspect of the 
administration (p. 23).
According to Carbone (1981), presidents rarely enjoy 
the wholehearted support of faculty members; Kerr and 
Gade (1986) contend that faculty attitudes are often 
"viscerally anti-administration" (p. 46); and Bensimon, 
Neumann, and Birnbaum (1989) view faculty expectations 
for involvement in decision making as representing 
"...the single greatest obstacle to directive leadership" 
(p. 3).
With respect to faculty influence over academic 
policy, Plante and Caret's (1990) statement that "No 
one, not even a president, moves a stick of furniture in 
the house of intellect without the permission of the 
faculty" (p. 6) speaks volumes. Certainly, Cohen and 
March (1978) found, particularly in the larger schools, 
that "...presidents do not appear to have much to say 
about academic policy" (p. 103), and Benezet et al.
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(1981) contend that some presidents try to act like 
educators "only to find themselves rebuffed by academic 
powers in order to stay on top of academic policy"
(p. 7). According to Kerr and Gade (1986), only about 20 
percent of the presidents in their study were 
significantly involved in all aspects of academic life 
and not over two percent played a central role in each 
area of academic life.
Bok (1986), however, draws attention to the fact 
that presidents no longer have the time to play an 
informed, effective, role in educational policy even if 
they have the power to do so, noting the passing of the 
era when "...the scholarly world was still sufficiently 
limited and universities were still small enough that a 
strong academic leader could still try to keep up with 
most of the academic fields within his institution"
(p. 194). However, when Astin and Scherrei (1980) asked 
the presidents in their study to describe major 
disappointments, they found that failure to devote 
sufficient energy to academic matters was a matter of 
intense concern, tying with fiscal matters for third 
place on the presidents' disappointment list.
Faculty unionization, an activity described by 
Angell and Kelley (1980) as "...a dynamic force on both 
public and private campuses throughout the country"
(p. 245), is also seen as a constraint on effective 
presidential leadership, bringing added problems to the 
president in the realm of governance (Kauffman, 1980). 
According to Baldridge et al. (1978), 46 percent of the 
presidents of unionized colleges indicated that 
collective bargaining had decreased their power. 
Furthermore, data from a recent study (Birnbaum, 1992) 
suggest that, on average, presidents on unionized 
campuses may enjoy less faculty support than other 
presidents, thereby constraining the leadership that 
these presidents can exercise.
Faculty in many colleges and universities have 
asserted the right to participate in presidential 
evaluation (Birnbaum, 1988), and this participation is 
mentioned often in higher education literature as an 
unfavorable aspect of presidential life. Riesman (1986), 
for example, describes presidential evaluation as a 
"harvest of grievances from faculty" (p. xxi), and the 
Commission on Strengthening Presidential Leadership 
(1984) quotes one of the presidents interviewed as 
stating:
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Eventually one manages to make at least 
one decision against the convictions of 
every member of the faculty. By recog­
nizing and providing an outlet for such 
accumulated discontent, the formal 
evaluation process merely increases the 
speed with which courageous decision 
makers are turned over (p. 54).
The whole aspect of presidential assessment is also
a topic of concern for many writers (Austin and Gamson,
1983; Kerr and Gade, 1986; Millett, 1980). According to
Nason (1980):
...the president has every right to know 
the criteria by which he or she is to be 
judged, and the frequent failure of boards 
to be specific in setting forth their 
expectations is a serious flaw in our 
present system. Not only do presidents 
often not know what is expected of them 
but they are also too often judged on 
inconsistent or contradictory standards 
(p. 32).
The subject of conflict between faculty and 
administration is another apparent constraint on 
presidential leadership. As Haak (1982) points out, this 
subject has been treated at length in the literature of 
higher education, while Benezet et al. (1981) refer to 
the many books that "...reflect almost continuous battles 
between the president and professors" (p. 3). Green 
(1988) declares that "...resistance to leadership from 
faculties is historic..." (p. 15), and goes on to add
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that conflict between faculties and administrators has 
been exacerbated in recent years.
With respect to student participation in governance, 
Fisher (1984) maintains that over the past twenty years, 
students have assumed increasingly larger roles in campus 
governance, and Flawn (1990) notes that "The culmination 
of the move to democratize the management of the 
university is found in the initiative to make students 
members of governing boards" (p. 2). He goes on to state 
his belief that this will make the president's job more 
difficult. However, Astin and Scherrei (1980) found that 
students did not occupy a prominent place in the concerns 
of the presidents who participated in their study.
The lack of formal training for the position of 
president has also been mentioned as a reason why many 
presidents are less effective than they might be (Fisher, 
1984). Benezet et al. (1981) found training for the 
presidency of a college or university to be "...so sparse 
and unsystematic that it can hardly be said to exist in a 
formal sense" (p. 105), and Riesman (1980) mentions the 
lack of preparation for the job and the lack of full 
recognition of its "hazards" (p. x). Green (1988), 
commenting on the fact that the academy has paid little
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attention to developing its own leaders, draws attention
to the fact that:
While a number of efforts to identify and 
train leaders have been launched in the last 
twenty-years, both on the national level and 
on individual campuses, these programs 
hardly constitute a comprehensive effort to 
improve the leadership of a major force in 
American society (pp. 1-2).
Higher education experts have not only expressed 
concern about the lack of training for the position of 
the president, they have also expressed concern regarding 
the lack of a well-defined model of the job itself 
(Birnbaum, 1988; Carbone, 1981; Cohen and March, 1974; 
Kauffman, 1980). As Munitz (1980) notes, "Many people 
claim that we do not have an adequate general description 
of the presidency of a college or university" (p. 404).
With respect to concerns about funding, Keller 
(1983) points out that colleges and universities have 
always had to scramble to find adequate funding, and 
Flawn (1990) contends that raising money is an important 
part of a president's duties in both public and private 
institutions. However, Birnbaum (1989) found that some 
presidents spend a majority of their time in fundraising, 
to the point where there is not enough time left over for 
the academic agenda. He believes that "The university 
will fare better, though, if presidents are expected to
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be academic leaders as well as competent stewards of 
university resources" (p. 7).
The role of the president is much discussed in
higher education literature. Kauffman (1980) states that
it is difficult to describe the role of the president and
the conflicting role expectations of each beholder. In
discussing the disparate demands on the presidency he
points out that:
A key problem of the president today is how 
to be accountable, to be in compliance with 
an assortment of external regulations, 
satisfy the governing board that he or she 
is providing leadership to meet the current 
crises and the needs of the future, and at 
the same time accommodate the expectations 
of participation and consultation implied 
by most internal governance structures.
The pressures that flow from this quandary 
are relentless and often disabling. To 
please the governing board is to displease 
the faculty. To satisfy the faculty is to 
engender hostility in the legislature and 
on and on (p. 79).
Birnbaum (1988) notes that presidents are subject to both
role overload and role ambiguity; and Balderson (1975)
concludes that the role of the president "...probably
reflects the impossible expectations that American
society builds into the position of the titular head of a
major organization" (p. 92). According to Ryan (1974),
"...all presidents face the predicament of blurred
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obligations, responsibilities, duties, customs and 
distorted expectations of them by others" (p. 20).
Time spend on administrative, internal, and external 
matters, and on social activities and public relations, 
is another frequently mentioned constraint. Hemphill and 
Walberg's (1966) findings indicate that the single 
category of activities which claims the largest 
proportion of the time of the presidents is admini­
strative matters. Flawn (1990), pointing out that the 
frantic pace of presidential life has been identified as 
a major constraint on presidential effectiveness, 
describes the demands on a president's time as "all 
consuming and neverending". (p. 12). The life of a 
college president is portrayed by Cowley (1980) as a 
"harried, hurried, routine-full life," and he adds that, 
as a result, "they are always weary, always short of time 
to do the crucial business that they alone can do, that 
is, to organize, to coordinate, and to carry forward the 
institution to new intellectual and social fronts"
(p. 66). The lack of time on the part of the presidents 
is held to be true despite evidence that, on average, the 
president's work week is more than 60 hours (Hemphill and 
Walberg, 1966; Cohen and March, 1974).
In addition to the long hours spent on the job, 
other factors such as a sense of being under constant 
review, loneliness and isolation, and a lack of under­
standing, are all held to be constraints that make it 
difficult for presidents of colleges and universities to 
exercise effective leadership. The Commission on 
Strengthening Presidential Leadership (1984) claims that, 
for many presidents, a sense of being under constant 
review is "...one of the burdens of the position— like 
living in Macy's window 12 hours a day" (p. 53).
Kauffman (1980) advises that "presidents are judged 
almost every day by almost everyone, whether they like it 
or not" (p. 93); Riesman (1980) refers to the "fishbowl" 
existence of presidents (p. x); and Birnbaum (1988) says 
that "Many of their responsibilities lead presidents to 
find themselves always 'on stage'" (p. 13).
According to Benezet et. al. (1981) presidents have 
few close friends and those who have been in office for a 
long time tend to insulate themselves from contacts with 
the outside world. Fisher (1984) and Kauffman (1980) 
both refer to the presidential job as a lonely one, and 
Kauffman suggests that "...only another president can 
understand a colleague's experience for it is difficult 
to share with others" (p. 89). Riesman (1986) notes that
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the Kerr and Gade study, The Many Lives of Academic 
Presidents, revealed again and again "...the isolation, 
even loneliness, of the president..." (p. xvii).
In Policy Making and Effective Leadership, Baldridge 
et al. (1978) state their belief that the constraints on 
leadership in colleges and universities are not as well 
known as people believe. Earlier, Hemphill and Walberg 
(1966) had drawn attention to the lack of understanding 
on the part of the academic community of the demands 
involved in the exercise of presidential leadership, and 
Benezet et. al (1981) found in their study that much of 
the testimony from the presidents and faculty reflected 
"...a sense of alienation, as well as a sense of regret 
for the lack of understanding" (p. 22).
Given the long list of constraints derived from a 
review of the literature, one can see why Kauffman (1974) 
could suggest that "There may not be much joy in being 
a college president today" (p. 8). One can also see why 
the position of a college or university president is, or 
appears to be, an "impossible" job.
Studies of the College and University Presidency
The above review includes data from various studies 
relating generally to the college and university presi­
dent. This section will highlight pertinent aspects of
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three studies that served more specifically as a back­
ground for the current research project.
An Empirical Study of the College and University 
Presidents in the State of New York. In their 1966 study 
of the role, activities, and effectiveness of college and 
university presidents in the State of New York, Hemphill 
and Walberg note that "The first and most easily docu­
mented fact about the position of the college president 
is that its demands on the incumbent are heavy" (p. 27).
In discussing why the demands of the president's 
position were so heavy, the researchers suggest that 
"Part of the answer can found in the multiplicity of the 
functions he perceives in his position and among which he 
allocates his time" (p. 29). They discovered that the 
presidents in the study spent 36 percent of their time on 
administration; 23 percent on internal relations; and 32 
percent on external relations. However, despite the heavy 
demands on their time, the presidents still found time 
for both scholarly work and private thought and 
reflection (10 percent).
While there was a general similarity in the pro­
portion of time presidents allocated to several 
categories of activities, based on type and control of 
institution, presidents of private institutions spent
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more time (10.3 percent) in the area of fund raising than 
either presidents of public (.7 per cent) or presidents 
of sectarian institutions (3.4 per cent).
With respect to the demands exerted on the 
presidents by government agencies and officials, publicly 
controlled institutions were found to be most vulnerable. 
Agencies of the federal government were less often 
perceived as sources of pressure than were agencies of 
the state government. Fund raising and public 
presentations were mentioned by many of the presidents as 
the one part of their job on which they spend the most 
time and energy.
Two questions were posed in this study, each 
relating to the effectiveness of college presidents: (1) 
What do college presidents regard as the most important 
"roadblock" preventing them from doing the job they would 
like to do? (2) What factors relate to the satisfactions 
they obtain from the job?
Fourteen "roadblocks" were listed within the 
following four categories: Relationship with Outsiders;
Administration; Faculty; and Student. As Hemphill and 
Walberg point out, one of the most important findings of 
this study is that the roadblock checked far more 
frequently than any of the others was: time taken up by
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administrative detail (at the expense of more important 
matters). Opposition by a member or members of a 
governing body of the institution was considered to be a 
roadblock by 24 per cent of the presidents, while 38 per 
cent mentioned state regulations and control as a 
roadblock to their effectiveness.
With regard to the level of satisfaction obtained 
from their job, more than half (97 out of 180) chose the 
most favorable alternative "Very Often" in responding to 
the question, "How frequently do you find your work 
highly satisfying or extremely rewarding?" The remainder 
distributed their choices among the alternatives 
"Frequently" (33 per cent), "Occasionally" (12 per cent), 
and "Seldom" (1 percent).
The presidents in this study were also asked to
identify the parts of the job that were most tiresome for
them. In this respect, Hemphill and Walberg found:
Details of administration were the most 
frequently mentioned tiresome aspects of 
the job. Slightly more than half found 
meeting the public tiresome. About half 
said group meetings were tiresome, but 
others complained about their visibility, 
loneliness, and isolation as decision 
makers. One man mentioned reports to 
federal, state, professional, and 
accrediting agencies; another mentioned 
the lack of time between major jobs and 
continuing demand of social activities.
Still another mentioned handling personnel
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problems, which nearly always involve a 
conflict between human needs and orderly 
administration. One said that there was 
too much of everything to be done; another 
missed his scholarly work. Several 
commented on the voluminous desk work, 
correspondence, public relations, rituals, 
and meeting with individuals with complaints
(p. 62).
In their summary, Hemphill and Walberg state that 
the results of the study clearly show that the presidents 
of colleges and universities in New York State accept 
leadership as their first responsibility. They go on to 
point out, however, that "...their reports of their 
activities, accomplishments, and roadblocks leave serious 
doubts about their ability and their opportunity to meet 
this great responsibility" (pp. 71-72).
Presidents Make a Difference; Strengthening Leadership in 
Colleges and Universities. The Commission on 
Strengthening Presidential Leadership, in their 1984 
report declared the belief that, "...many unnecessary 
burdens are placed upon presidents in the conduct of 
their duties. Presidents have found that these burdens 
weigh particularly heavily because they are unnecessary 
and because new constraints, outside the control of 
higher education, bind the presidents as never before in 
their freedom of action" (p. xii).
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The commission reported that almost 25 per cent of
the presidents studied (500 current or former presidents)
were quite satisfied with their situations; about 50 per
cent were clearly more satisfied than dissatisfied most
of the time; and approximately 25 per cent were
dissatisfied, some even in despair. It was also
reported that:
Generally, but by no means universally, 
presidents consider themselves to be in 
better situations in private (rather 
than public) in four-year (rather than 
two-year), in religiously oriented 
(rather than non-religiously oriented), 
and in academically elite (rather than 
non-elite) institutions. The type of 
institution will thus substantially 
affect his or her perceptions of the 
presidency...(p.xviii).
A major finding of the report is that only about 
one-half of top academic officers (according to the 
report, the one greatest single source of new presidents) 
are interested in becoming presidents. At least half of 
the academic officers noted that the presidency has 
become a heavily external job with more emphasis than in 
the past on fund raising and on public relations, and 
with less contact with faculty, students, and academic 
issues. Indeed, the report states that many presidents 
consider themselves less the chief academic officer than 
they might wish, drawn outside academic life by the
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demands of their external roles, or having lost influence 
over academic affairs by default.
The commission also found that presidents were less 
engaged in making long-term plans and preparing their 
organizations for the future than they were in earlier 
times. Some of the reasons given for this lower level of 
preparation for the future were: more pressing current 
problems and more constraints in responding to them than 
before; more pressures from many sources on the 
presidents' time and for their attention; greater 
uncertainties about the future; and the relatively short 
terms of presidents. The commission also found that most 
presidents would like to be more effective as leaders and 
are convinced they could be if less restrained and more 
supported.
In their concluding comments, the commission 
reported that "Over the past 20 years, the strength of 
the presidency in most, but by no means all, institutions 
of higher education (particularly the public insti­
tutions) has been weakened" (p. 99). They then go on to 
list specific constraints (many of which were included in 
the questionnaire used in the current research) as 
follows:
- More federal and state controls
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- More participation by the courts in academic 
decision making
More influence by faculties over appointments and 
promotions and over academic policy 
More unionization of faculties
- More influence by students in campus governance 
and through the student market
More variety in the composition and interests of 
the student body and other campus constituencies 
More objectives to be met and more ambiguity of 
goals
More fractionalization of the campus into special 
interest groups; less consensus; less sense of 
community
More participation by many boards in daily 
decision making, particularly by those boards 
that contain representatives of special interest 
groups
More bureaucratization of staff and increased 
influence by technical experts on campus and off
- More layers of governance through the impact of 
systems and of coordinating boards
- Less chance for institutions to grow and to make 
changes in the process of growth
Less assurance of the importance of the missions 
of higher education
Less acceptance of authority in almost all insti­
tutions of American society, including higher 
education
After investigating the condition of the college
presidency and making recommendations for enhancing the
presidency, the commission stated:
The central role of the presidency to 
ensure the overall and long-term welfare 
of institutions of higher education has 
often unnecessarily and unwisely been 
diminished. All campus and higher 
education constituencies should be 
prepared to reexamine the conditions 
surrounding the presidential role; each 
campus (and higher education in its 
entirety) will suffer if that central 
role is not performed to full effective­
ness (p. 102).
The Effective College President. As Fisher, Tack, and 
Wheeler (1988) state, "The college presidency has been 
the subject of endless conversation, investigation, and 
analysis in higher education since the beginning of the 
1950s" (p. 43). However, after a review of the research 
on the college and university presidency, they found that 
most of the information available is concerned with 
identifying factors such as the president's roles and 
relationships, and other functional themes such as 
presidential evaluation and presidential selection.
Their study however, relates exclusively to presidential 
effectiveness, a topic about which, as they point out, 
there has been limited empirical research.
In this study, effective presidents (those nominated 
by their peers and associates) were identified and then 
compared with their representative counterparts 
(presidents who were not nominated) in order to "see 
whether the effective presidents are, indeed, different" 
(p. vii). In this respect, they focused on demographic, 
attitudinal, and behavioral factors, and found that, 
among other things, when compared with representative 
presidents, effective presidents are:
- Less collegial and more distant
- More inclined to rely on respect than 
affiliation
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- More inclined to take risks
- More committed to an ideal or vision than 
to the institution
- More strongly in favor of merit pay
- More thoughtful than spontaneous
- More supportive of organizational flexi­
bility than rigidity
They also state that when contrasted with their
representative counterparts, effective presidents work
longer hours.
While this study focused mainly on the factors that 
contributed to effective leadership, it also recognized 
some "obstacles" facing presidents of colleges and 
universities. Indeed, Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler, found 
that the presidents who were personally interviewed 
(eighteen) identified many issues impinging on their 
professional effectiveness. While funding was by far the 
most freguently mentioned concern, time was also found to 
be generally critical for effective presidents. As the 
authors point out, "There is never enough of it" (p.92).
Bureaucracy was also mentioned as an obstacle facing 
the interviewed presidents. In particular, the authors 
state that "Public sector presidents who frequently must 
deal with voluminous policies and procedures, as well as 
increasing interference from government, point especially 
to the excesses of bureaucracy" (p. 92). In this regard, 
they conclude that "Without question, federal and state
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agencies have tentacles that grow and grab a university 
or college, making it difficult to lead" (p. 92).
After discussing the above-mentioned obstacles, the
authors make the interesting point that when the
presidents were questioned about major mistakes made
during their tenure, half of them could not recall a
single incident, and those who responded provided
scenarios related to minor problems. The authors
expressed the belief that:
Apparently, real crises rarely occur because 
the most effective academic leaders do not 
operate with a mistake mind-set when dealing 
with obstacles and unrealized opportunities. 
Rather than ignoring potentially damaging 
situations, they analyze the variables and 
take action. Unquestionably, obstacles are 
not the focal point for these leaders.
Instead, it is their up-front, decisive 
manner in dealing with challenges that makes 
the difference (p. 93).
At the beginning of the report, the authors declare 
that "There is no real question in anyone's mind that 
strong, effective leadership, particularly at the 
presidential level, is essential to ensure a positive 
future for higher education today" (p. 1). Throughout the 
report, this belief in the need for strong effective 
presidential leadership is continually stressed and the 
final comments relate once more to this theme:
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The position of campus president is arguably 
the toughest job in America, as well as one 
of the most important. We can have persons 
at the helm who are strong, decisive decision 
makers and who have a dream for a better 
tomorrow. We must encourage boards and others 
involved in the selection process to select 
people who exemplify characteristics that best 
serve this end. This calls for a thoughtful 
review of the role of the various players in 
institutional governance, to make effective 
leadership more, rather than less, possible. 
Undoubtedly college presidents will lead if 
we let them (pp. 112-113).
Summary
From a review of the literature, it is apparent that 
higher education writers and researchers acknowledge the 
importance of situational constraints in studying presi­
dential leadership in colleges and universities. There 
also appears to be substantial recognition that such 
constraints impact on effective leadership. However, 
the presidential perspective on such constraints has not 
for the most part been addressed. Few books or studies 
deal in a systematic or comprehensive way with 
constraints on effective leadership, particularly in 
academic settings. The discussion of the type of 
constraints has been very general. Little effort has been 
made to empirically examine the presidents' perception of 
the level of importance of situational constraints or the
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differences among presidents with regard to institutional 
and personal characteristics.
This study is the first to give total attention to 
college and university presidents' perceptions of 
situational factors as constraints on effective 
leadership. It is also the first to analyze system­
atically the extent to which the characteristics of the 
presidents and the characteristics of the institutions 
over which they preside relate to presidential per­
ceptions of constraints. Additionally, the scope of the 
research is broader than many of the other studies 
involving presidential leadership. Presidents from four 
major types of colleges and universities and from both 
publicly and privately controlled institutions were 
surveyed, allowing cross comparisons to be made. The 
study also allowed a level of importance to be attached 
to the situational factors, an element that is basically 
absent from other studies. Considering these 
differences, it is expected that this study will 
contribute to, and complement, the existing literature on 
effective leadership in higher education institutions.
Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This nationwide, comparative study was designed 
primarily to examine the perceptions of contemporary 
constraints on effective leadership held by presidents of 
selected colleges and universities. The problem of the 
research was to assess presidential perceptions of the 
relative importance of each of thirty factors as a 
constraint which prevents or inhibits a college or 
university president from being as effective a leader as 
he or she would like to be. It was assumed that the 
presidents' responses to the items on a questionnaire 
would provide a valid method of determining what 
similarities and differences existed among them regarding 
their perceptions of constraints on effective leadership 
in higher education.
The research objective was primarily descriptive and 
the study was exploratory in nature. The intent was to 
gather information that would add to the present 
knowledge about effective presidential leadership by 
analyzing the perceptions of the practitioners who are
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personally involved in the phenomenon. The research 
approach employed a cross-sectional survey to collect 
information at one point in time. According to Wiersma 
(1986), this approach lends itself well to gathering 
descriptive data and information relating to how people 
feel and perceive.
Population and Sample
The population for this study consisted of the 
presidents of 1,378 four-year colleges and universities 
categorized by the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching (1987) on the basis of level of 
degrees offered and comprehensiveness of mission, as 
follows: Doctorate-Granting Universities I and II;
Research Universities I and II; Liberal Arts Colleges I 
and II; and Comprehensive Universities I and II. The 
Carnegie classifications, which were published in the 
July 8, 1987, edition of "The Chronicle of Higher 
Education", included all of the colleges and universities 
(3,389) listed in the 1985-1986 "Higher Education General 
Information Survey of Institutional Characteristics". 
Excluded from this study were the presidents of the other 
2,011 higher education institutions classified as either 
two-year institutions or professional schools and other 
specialized institutions.
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A sample size of 400 presidents was chosen. For 
descriptive research, ten percent of the population is 
considered minimum (Gay, 1981). The sample for this 
study represents twenty-nine percent of the population.
In order to ensure diversity and representativeness, the 
total targeted population (1,378 presidents) was 
stratified into sixteen mutually exclusive categories by 
institutional type, based on the Carnegie classifi­
cations, and by institutional control (public and 
private). Within each stratum, all the institutions were 
given an identifying number and randomly selected, by 
means of a table of random numbers, in the exact 
proportions which they contributed to the population.
The selected presidents from each stratum were then 
combined to produce a stratified sample of the entire 
population as shown in Table 3.1.
The precision of a stratified random sample is 
greater than that of a simple random sample (Williamson, 
Karp, and Dalphin, 1977), and the recommended simple 
random sample size for a 95 percent level of confidence 
(5 percent margin of error) is 385 (Levin and Fox, 1988). 
Therefore, the 400 stratified random sample used in this 
study should yield more precise results than a simple 
random sample.
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Long, Convey, and Chwalek (1985) point out that,
Two desirable characteristics of a sample 
are representativeness and independence of units. 
Representativeness enables results from the 
sample to be generalized to the population. 
Independence of units, whether individuals or 
groups, is required by most of the statistical 
procedures you are likely to use to analyze your 
data" (p. 86).
They also state that stratified random sampling provides
both representativeness and independence.
According to Gay (1981):
A well-designed sampling plan contributes 
to both the reliability and the validity 
of our research findings. If we do our 
sampling carefully and in accordance with 
one of the standard sampling plans, it 
should be possible for another researcher 
to replicate our findings; this is an 
important aspect of reliability. Careful 
sampling ensures we have drawn our cases 
so that the sample accurately reflects 
the composition of the population of cases 
to which we wish to generalize; this con­
tributes to the validity of the general­
izations we make on the basis of our 
sample (p. 106).
Instrumentation
Conducting self-report research requires the
collection of standardized, quantifiable, information
from all members of a sample (Gay, 1981). Therefore, the
survey instrument, a self administered questionnaire
(Appendix A), was designed to secure a standard body of
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information from each president and to enable a quanti­
tative analysis of the information to be conducted.
Part I of the questionnaire related to: degrees 
earned; current position; previous position; age; and 
gender. Part II of the questionnaire related primarily 
to (1) the presidents' perceptions of the relative 
importance of each of thirty factors as a constraint 
which prevents or inhibits a president from being as 
effective a leader as he or she would like to be, (2) the 
three factors which the presidents perceived as being the 
most important constraints on presidential effectiveness, 
and (3) the frequency with which the presidents find 
their work to be highly satisfying or extremely 
rewarding.
In recognition of the fact that the 30 items on the 
questionnaire might not completely reflect the full 
spectrum of constraints on effective leadership, an open- 
ended question was included in Part II, which asked the 
presidents to describe any other factors which were 
perceived to be constraints on presidential leadership 
and/or to comment on any of the given factors.
Since no instrument existed that would yield the 
data being sought, the thirty factors included in Part II 
of the questionnaire were generated by the researcher
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from a review of the literature pertaining to leadership 
in higher education institutions.
The presidents were asked to indicate their 
perception of the relative importance of each of the 
thirty factors as constraints by circling the appropriate 
response from the following choices:
VI = Very Important 
I = Important 
SI = Somewhat Important 
SU = Somewhat Unimportant 
U = Unimportant 
Based on Gay's statement (1981) that scales may be used 
to guantify questionnaire responses and to obtain 
interval data concerning the perceptions of the respon­
dents, each possible response was scaled (associated with 
a point value) as follows:
5 indicated that the factor was perceived to 
be very important 
4 indicated that the factor was perceived to 
be important 
3 indicated that the factor was perceived to 
be somewhat important 
2 indicated that the factor was perceived to 
be somewhat unimportant
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1 indicated that the factor was perceived to 
be unimportant 
The interval between each point on the scale was 
assumed to be equal. That is, the difference in 
importance between very important and important was 
assumed to be equivalent to the difference between 
important and somewhat important, and somewhat important 
and somewhat unimportant, and somewhat unimportant and 
unimportant.
This method of scaling was chosen in order to allow 
the researcher to determine the perceived degree of 
importance of each of the factors as a constraint. A 
high score for a factor would indicate a relatively high 
perceived degree of importance and a low score would 
indicate a relatively low degree of importance. In 
addition to providing an individual score for each of the 
factors, this method permitted an index or overall score 
for each of the presidents to be computed by averaging 
the individual scores for each item. Using this method, 
also allowed the individual scores to be aggregated for 
comparison of the responses based on demographic 
characteristics of the respondents as well as the 
characteristics of the institutions over which they 
preside.
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Pilot Test
The questionnaire was pilot tested by mailing it to 
a stratified random sample of fifteen presidents (not 
part of the research sample). These presidents were asked 
to validate the survey instrument by indicating their 
opinion as to whether or not there was a match between 
the intent of the survey and the ability of the survey to 
collect the needed information. Of the eleven responses 
received, eight indicated that there was such a match; 
two did not reply to the question; and one reported that 
he or she was unsure as to the match. Based on the pilot 
test, the assumption was made that there was a match 
between the intent of the survey and the ability of the 
survey to collect the needed material. Consequently, the 
survey instrument was assumed to be valid, in the sense 
that it measured what it was intended to measure. It was 
also assumed to be reliable, in the sense that questions 
were asked about which the respondents had opinions and 
sufficient information to enable them to answer the 
questions.
The presidents involved in the pilot test were also 
asked to indicate any other factors that were perceived 
as constraints, to comment on any of the given factors, 
and to comment on any elements of the questionnaire that
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were unclear. Based on their responses, the assumption
was made that there was no need to change the survey
instrument.
Response Rate
In November, 1992, the questionnaire was mailed to
each of the 400 presidents in the sample. A cover
letter, asking for help with the study, was included with
the questionnaire and a copy of this letter can be found
in Appendix B. A total of 232 completed questionnaires
were returned for an overall response rate of 58 percent.
Response rates, by type of institution, ranged from 47
percent for the research universities, to 56 percent for
the doctoral universities, and 59 percent for both the
liberal arts colleges and the comprehensive universities.
Table 3.2 shows the responses grouped by institutional
type and institutional control.
As Williamson, Karp, and Dalphin (1977) note:
The suggestion has been made that something in 
the range of a 50 percent return rate [for 
questionnaires] be used as the minimum level 
of acceptability. This level can be achieved 
in some situations, but rarely when data 
collection is based on a mail survey" (p. 149).
In discussing the response rate for a questionnaire
survey constructed for presidents and governance body
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chairs, regarding a recent study of participative 
governance, Gilmour (1991) states that the response rate 
of 50.2 percent was "respectable for survey research 
using mail questionnaires and is comparable to response 
rates for similar types of studies" (p.28). Accordingly, 
the response rate for this study was assumed to be both 
acceptable and respectable.
Representativeness of the Sample
With reference to the representativeness of the 232 
returns, 58 percent of the 400 questionnaires sent to the 
presidents, a chi-square test indicated that for four 
degrees of freedom at the 95 percent level of confidence 
no statistically significant differences existed between 
the actual and the expected number of returns when the 
presidents were grouped according to institutional type 
and institutional control.
Null Hypothesis
The following null hypothesis was formulated and 
tested:
There are no significant differences in the mean 
scores of the responses to each of the thirty 
constraint items based on: institutional type; 
institutional control; institutional size; age of
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presidents; gender of presidents; or length of 
presidential tenure.
Statistical Analysis
Data from the mail-questionnaire were transposed to 
a computer to facilitate computation and analysis using 
the Statistical Analysis System (SAS Institute Inc., 
Cary, N.C., 1986) statistical package. Subgroups were 
established for analysis of the questionnaire data, as 
follows:
1. Type of Institution. Comparisons were made 
among the responses of the presidents of 
Doctorate-Granting Universities; Research 
Universities; Liberal Arts Colleges; and 
Comprehensive Universities.
2. Control of Institution. Comparisons were made 
between the responses of the presidents of 
publicly controlled institutions and privately 
controlled institutions.
3. Size of Institution. Comparisons were made 
between the responses of presidents of smaller 
institutions (defined as institutions that 
enroll less than 1,000 students); medium­
sized institutions (defined as institutions 
that enroll 1,000 to 5,000 students); and
larger institutions (defined as institutions 
that enroll more than 5,000 students).
4. Age. Comparisons were made between the 
responses of the presidents aged 33 to
44 years; the responses of the presidents aged
45 to 54 years; the responses of the presidents 
aged 55 to 64 years; and the responses of the 
presidents aged over 64 years.
5. Gender. The responses of the presidents were 
compared on the basis of gender.
6. Length of Presidential Tenure. Comparisons 
were made between the responses of the 
presidents who reported that they had less 
than five years' tenure in their current 
position; the responses of the presidents 
who had between five and ten years' tenure; 
and the responses of the presidents who had 
more than ten years' tenure.
Descriptive statistics were obtained for all 
variables from frequency distributions. For a more 
concise summary, measures of central tendency (means) and 
measures of variance (standard deviations) were 
calculated for the responses to the thirty perceptual 
items on Part II of the questionnaire. A one-way
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analysis of variance was the statistical technique used 
in testing the null hypothesis.
The null hypothesis was rejected if the F ratio was 
significant beyond the .05 level of confidence. When the 
one-way analysis of variance indicated that there were 
statistically significant differences in the responses, 
the djata were analyzed further using Tukey's HSD 
(Honestly Significant Difference) test to determine where 
the differences were significant. According to Schmitt 
and Klimoski (1991), Tukey's test is one of the most 
useful of the multiple comparison tests.
Chapter 4 presents the analysis and discussion of 
the study's findings.
Chapter 4
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
Introduction
In order to protect the confidentiality of the 
presidents' responses, neither individual presidents nor 
specific institutions have been identified in this study.
Data describing the demographic characteristics of 
the sample presidents, derived from responses to Part I 
of the survey questionnaire, are summarized in Appendix 
C, and are discussed in the following section. The 
remainder of the chapter will cover the analysis and 
discussion of the study's findings.
Description of the Sample
Of the 232 presidents who participated in this 
study, 88 percent were males. This statistic reflects 
the fact that the population from which the sample was 
chosen is predominantly male. It is also in keeping with 
findings from previous studies. For example, Ferrari 
(1976) found that only 11 percent of his sample of 
presidents were female, and Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler 
(1988) state that the presidents in their sample were 
"overwhelmingly male" (p. 62).
71
When the sample presidents were compared according to 
institutional type, 22 percent of the presidents who 
headed doctoral institutions were female; female 
presidents comprised seven percent of the research 
university presidents; and 12 percent of the presidents 
from both liberal arts and comprehensive institutions 
were female. When compared on the basis of insti­
tutional control, 13 percent of the presidents 
representing public institutions and 12 percent of the 
presidents representing private institutions were women.
All but 14 (6%) of the presidents in the sample hold 
the doctoral degree, with 162 (70%) holding the Ph.D. 
degree and 31 (14%) holding the Ed.D. degree. Ferrari 
(1976) found that the Ph.D. degree was the most prevalent 
among his sample of presidents (58%), followed by the 
Ed.D. (11%). Most of Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler's (1988) 
sample held the Ph.D. degree, with the Ed.D. "surfacing 
as a distant second" (p. 45). When these authors asked 
the presidents in their study to identify the most 
important academic credential, the majority mentioned the 
earned doctorate "because it lends credibility to leaders 
in an academic setting" (p. 93). In 1968, Bolman noted 
that a basic qualification for a president of a college 
or university was possession of the doctorate degree
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which was generally accepted as "the universal scholarly 
credit card" (p. 24). This basic qualification still 
appears to hold true for contemporary college and 
university presidents.
Fifty-six percent of the presidents who headed 
doctoral institutions held the Ph.D. degree compared to 
86 percent from research institutions; 67 percent from 
liberal arts institutions; and 74 percent from 
comprehensive institutions. The Ed.D. was held by 22 
percent of the presidents from doctoral institutions; 15 
percent from liberal arts institutions; and 13 percent 
from comprehensive institutions. None of the presidents 
from research institutions held the Ed.D. degree.
Green's (1988) observation that the Ed.D. enjoys 
relatively low prestige and is not generally held to be 
the most desirable credential for academic administrators 
of four year institutions, may explain the smaller number 
of presidents holding this degree.
The mean age of the presidential sample was 54 
years. Again this is very much in keeping with the 
findings of several other studies relating to the 
presidency (Cohen and March, 1974; Ferrari, 1976; Fisher 
Tack and Wheeler, 1988). The actual ages of the
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presidents in the current study ranged from 33 years to 
76 years.
The presidents in the sample represent four types of 
institutions: Doctoral-Granting (7.8%); Research (6%);
Liberal Arts (41.4%); and Comprehensive (44.8%). Of 
these institutions, 33.8 percent are publicly controlled 
and 66.2 percent are privately controlled. Doctoral 
institutions represent 8 percent of the total population 
from which the sample was drawn; research institutions 
represent 7.5 percent of the total population; liberal 
arts institutions represent 40.75 percent of the total 
population; and comprehensive institutions represent 
43.75 percent of the total population. Public 
institutions comprise 36.75 percent of the total 
population, with private institutions representing the 
remaining 63.25 percent. The sample presidents, 
therefore, in terms of type and control of the 
institutions over which they preside, very closely 
represent the total population.
Size of the institutions represented in the study, 
in terms of student headcount, ranged from 150 to 70,000. 
Fifteen percent of the presidents presided over insti­
tutions with less than 1,000 students; 53 percent of the 
presidents headed institutions with between 1,000 and
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5,000 students; and institutions with more than 5,000 
students were represented by 32 percent of the 
presidents.
Forty-two percent of the presidents indicated that 
they had served less than five years in their current 
position, with 31 percent having served from five to ten 
years, and 27 percent having served over ten years.
Actual length of tenure ranged from one to twenty-nine 
years, while average tenure was approximately seven 
years. Benezet et al., in their 1981 study, point out 
that various studies since World War II have attempted to 
measure the average length of a president's term of 
office and most of the findings tend to parallel closely 
William Seldon's 1960 findings that the average length of 
a president's term is five to seven years.
The position most commonly held by the presidents 
immediately prior to the current presidency was vice- 
president, with 41 percent of the sample listed in this 
category. Nineteen percent of the sample had previously 
served as president; 13 percent had been deans; and two 
percent had held the title of provost. The remaining 25 
percent of the sample indicated that they had served in 
some capacity other than those mentioned above.
Thirty-six percent of the presidents had served in 
the position immediately prior to the current presidency 
for less than five years; forty-two percent had served 
for five to ten years; and 22 percent for more than ten 
years. The area of immediate prior service most 
frequently represented by the presidents was Higher 
Education (88%), followed by: Private Sector (5%); 
Government and Religious Institutions (6%); and Secondary 
and Elementary Education (1%). Ferrari (1970) found that 
most of the presidents in his study held administrative 
positions in higher education immediately prior to 
becoming president. Hemphill and Walberg (1966) also 
found that most of the presidents in their sample held 
administrative positions in higher education immediately 
before becoming president, but that more than a third 
held other positions, either as faculty members, school 
superintendents, or outside the field of higher 
education.
Organization of the Findings.
For purposes of discussion, the research findings 
have been divided into the following general categories:
1) Presidents' perceptions of the degree of importance 
of each of the constraints;
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2) Differences in presidential perceptions by type of
institution; institutional control; and size of 
institution;
3) Differences in presidential perceptions by age of
presidents; presidents' gender; and length of
presidential tenure;
6) Three most important constraints for total sample;
by institutional type; by institutional control; and
by institutional type and institutional control; and
7) Level of satisfaction for total sample; by
institutional type; by institutional control; and 
by institutional type and institutional control.
Perceptions of Importance of Constraints 
Introduction. This section addresses the following 
research question:
What degree of importance do the presidents, 
as a group, assign to each of the constraints?
The frequency with which the presidents as a group
indicated the perceived degree of importance assigned to
each of the thirty constraints is shown in Appendix D. 
Appendix E shows the mean scores and standard deviations 
for the presidential sample as a whole.
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The responses to each of the thirty constraints were 
analyzed based on the percentage of presidents who indi­
cated that the constraint was perceived to be very 
important, important, or somewhat important. Using this 
procedure, a rank order of the constraints was 
determined, as presented below, with the constraints 
listed in descending order of perceived importance:
1) Inadeguate funding: When the responses of the
presidents were analyzed for the sample as a whole, 
inadequate funding was perceived by 98.7 percent of 
the presidents to be either very important, 
important, or somewhat important. Inadequate funding 
also received the highest mean score (4.98). When 
the sample presidents were asked to indicate the 
three factors perceived to be the most important of 
the thirty constraints, inadequate funding was named 
by 67.3 percent of the presidents, making it the 
most frequently nominated factor.
2) Federal regulations and control: This factor was 
perceived to be very important, important, or 
somewhat important, by 88.4 percent of the 
presidents and received the second highest mean 
score (3.68). It was named as one of the three most 
important constraints by 16.5 percent of the
presidents, making it the fifth most frequently 
nominated factor.
Time spent on administrative matters: Perceived as
very important, important, or somewhat important, by 
84.3 percent of the presidents, this item received a 
mean score of 3.52. It was named by 13.8 percent of 
the presidents as one of the three most important 
constraints, making it the seventh most frequently 
nominated factor.
Conflicting demands of external constituencies:
This constraint was perceived to be very important 
important, or somewhat important, by 84 percent of 
the respondents, and received a mean score of 3.50. 
This item was named by 10.4 percent of the 
presidents as one of the three most important 
constraints, making it the eighth most frequently 
nominated factor.
Time spent on internal relations: This item was
perceived as being very important, important, or 
somewhat important, by 83.8 percent of the 
presidents, and received a mean score of 3.45.
Seven percent of the respondents named it as one of 
the three most important constraints; therefore it 
was the thirteenth most frequently nominated factor.
Time spent on external relations: This constraint
was perceived to be very important, important, 
or somewhat important, by 82.6 percent of the 
respondents, and received a mean score of 3.42.
Named by 6.7 percent of the presidents as one of the 
three most important constraints, it was the 
sixteenth most frequently nominated factor.
Role Overload. Perceived by 80.9 percent of the 
presidents as very important, important, or somewhat 
important, this factor received a mean score of 3.47 
(the third highest). It was chosen as one of the 
three most important constraints by 18.7 percent of 
the presidents; therefore, it was the third most 
frequently nominated factor.
Demands of Social Activities; This item was 
perceived to be very important, important, or 
somewhat important, by 80.8 percent of the 
respondents, and received a mean score of 3.32. 
However, only 3.4 percent of the presidents placed 
it among the three most important constraints, 
making it the fifth least frequently nominated 
factor.
9) Conflicting/unrealistic role expectations: Approx­
imately 80 percent of the presidents perceived this 
item to be very important, important, or somewhat 
important, and it received a mean score of 3.40.
With 10.2 percent of the respondents naming it as 
one of the three most important constraints, it was 
the ninth most frequently nominated factor.
10) Lack of understanding by the academic community of 
the demands involved in the exercise of presidential 
leadership: When judged by the number of presidents
rating it very important, important, or somewhat 
important (79.8%), this item ranked as the tenth 
highest in perceived importance and received a mean 
score of 3.45. Interestingly, 19.1 percent of the 
presidents selected this item as one of the three 
most important constraints; making it the second 
most frequently nominated factor.
11) Fundraising Responsibilities: This component was
perceived to be very important, important, or 
somewhat important, by 76.4 percent of the sample, 
and received a mean score of 3.46. Designated as 
one of the three most important constraints by 17.6 
percent of the sample, it was the fourth most 
frequently nominated factor.
12) State regulations and control: This factor was
perceived to be very important, important, or 
somewhat important, by 75.6 percent of the 
presidents and received a mean score of 3.47. In 
terms of being one of the three most important 
constraints, this item was chosen by 15 percent of 
the presidents, and was the sixth most frequently 
nominated factor.
13) Lack of time to play an informed, effective role in 
eciiinational policy: Perceived by 74.4 percent of 
the respondents as being very important, important, 
or somewhat important, this item received a mean 
score of 3.11. Since 8 percent of the sample named 
it as one of the three most important constraints, 
it was the twelfth most frequently nominated factor.
14) Lack of time for scholarly work: Approximately
70 percent of the sample perceived this item to be 
very important, important, or somewhat important, 
and it received a mean score of 3.11. With 5.9 
percent of the respondents naming it among the three 
most important constraints, it was the seventeenth 
most frequently nominated factor.
15) Influence of faculty over academic policy: This 
item was perceived to be very important, important,
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or somewhat important, by 68 percent of the 
presidents, and received a mean score of 3.15. In 
terms of being cited among the three most important 
constraints, it was named by 6.8 percent of the 
sample, making it the fourteenth most frequently 
nominated factor.
16) Influence of faculty over appointments and 
promotions: This constraint was perceived as being
important, important, or somewhat important, by 65.9 
percent of the presidents and received a mean score 
of 3.15. However, it was named by only 2.9 percent 
of the sample as one of the three most important 
constraints, making it the fourth least frequently 
nominated factor.
17) Conflict between faculty and administration: This 
item was perceived as important, important, or 
somewhat important, by 58.9 percent of the 
respondents, and received a mean score of 2.97.
Since 9.2 percent of the presidents named it as one 
of the three most important constraints, it was the 
tenth most frequently nominated factor.
18) Lack of faculty support for presidential 
initiatives: Perceived by 58.4 percent of the
presidents as very important, important, or somewhat
important, this item received a mean score of 2.91. 
It was named as one of the three most important 
constraints by 9.2 percent of the respondents, 
making it the tenth most frequently nominated 
factor, tying with "Conflict Between Faculty and 
Administration".
19) Ambiguity of institutional goals; This item was 
perceived by 57.7 percent of the presidents as very 
important, important, or somewhat important, and 
received a mean score of 2.85. It was named as one 
of the three most important constraints by 6.5 
percent of the presidents, making it the fifteenth 
most frequently nominated factor.
20) Inconsistent or contradictory standards for 
presidential assessment: This constraint was
perceived to be very important, important, or 
somewhat important, by 57.1 percent of the sample 
and received a mean score of 2.82. Named by 3.6 
percent of the respondents as one of the three most 
important constraints, it was the twentieth most 
frequently nominated factor.
21) Participation by the courts in academic decision 
making: Perceived as very important, important,
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or somewhat important, by 55.9 percent of the 
presidents, this item received a mean score of 
2.75. It was named as one of the three most 
important constraints by 6.8 percent of the sample, 
tying with "Influence of Faculty Over Academic 
Policy" as the fourteenth most frequently 
nominated factor.
22) Sense of being under constant review: This item
was perceived by 55 percent of the presidents as 
very important, important, or somewhat important, 
and received a mean score of 2.75. It was 
nominated by 4% of the sample; therefore, it was 
nineteenth in terms of being one of the three most 
important constraints.
Professional isolation: This item was also
perceived as very important, important, or somewhat 
important by 55 percent of the sample. It had a 
mean score of 2.65. However, it was mentioned by 
only 1.5 percent of the presidents as one of the 
three most important constraints, making it the 
second least frequently nominated factor.
23) Participation by governing boards in daily decision 
making: This item was perceived by 53.8 percent of
the presidents as very important, important, or
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somewhat important, and received a mean score of 
2.77. However, since 10.2 percent of the 
presidents named it as one of the three most 
important constraints, it was the ninth most 
frequently nominated factor.
24) Opposition from a member or members of the board of 
trustees: Just over half (50.6%) of the presidents
perceived this item to be very important, important, 
or somewhat important, and it received a mean score 
of 2.57. Nevertheless, it was named by 8.4 percent 
of the sample as one of the three most important 
constraints, making it the eleventh most frequently 
nominated factor.
25) Lack of formal training for the position of 
prfisi dent: This item was perceived to be very 
important, important, or somewhat important, by less 
than half (46.9%) of the presidents, and received a 
mean score of 2.34. With respect to being named as 
one of the three most important constraints, it 
received the third lowest number of nominations 
(2.5%)
26) Lack of a well-defined model of the presidential 
job: Only 40.5 percent of the sample rated this 
item as very important, important, or somewhat
important and it received a mean score of 2.33. In 
terms of the three most important constraints, this 
factor received the second lowest number of 
nominations (1.5%), tying with "Professional 
Isolation".
27) Student participation in governance: This element
was rated very important, important, or somewhat 
important by only 39.7 percent of the presidents and 
received a mean score of 2.29. It tied with 
"Faculty Participation in Presidential Assessment" 
as the factor least frequently mentioned (.5%) as 
one of the three most important constraints.
28) Faculty unionization: This item was perceived as 
very important, important, or somewhat important by 
only 38.3 percent of the presidents and received a 
mean score of 2.29. Since, 5.8 percent of the 
presidents mentioned it as one of the three most 
important constraints, it was the eighteenth most 
frequently nominated factor.
29) Faculty participation in presidential assessment: 
This item was rated very important, important, or 
somewhat important, by the least number of 
presidents (34.1%) and received the lowest mean 
score (2.22). It was mentioned by only 0.5 percent
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of the presidents with regard to being one of the 
three most important constraints, tying with 
"Student Participation in Governance" for last place 
in this respect.
Summary. All of the thirty suggested constraints were 
perceived to be very important, important, or somewhat 
important by some percentage of the total sample. 
Twenty-five of the constraints were perceived to be very 
important, important, or somewhat important, by over 
fifty percent of the sample, and the remaining five 
constraints were considered to be very important, 
important, or somewhat important by no less than thirty- 
four percent of the presidents.
Discussion. Overall, these findings seem to support the. 
many observers of higher education leadership who assert 
that the effectiveness of the office of the college or 
university president has been impacted or weakened by 
constraints on effective presidential leadership 
(Commission on Strengthening Presidential Leadership, 
1984; Fisher, 1984; Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler, 1988, 
Kauffman, 1980; Kerr and Gade, 1986).
More specifically, with regard to the individual 
findings, the fact that "Inadequate Funding" ranks 
highest in terms of perceived importance reinforces
89
Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler's (1988) finding that of the 
many issues identified as impinging on the professional 
effectiveness of the presidents in their study, funding 
was by far the most frequently mentioned. It is also 
compatible with Boyer's (1990) statement that in recent 
years, presidential attention has focused almost 
singlemindedly on the financial aspects of the 
institution.
Additionally, given the many concerns expressed by 
higher education experts regarding governmental intrusion 
(Fisher, 1984; Kauffman, 1984; Kerr and Gade, 1986) it is 
not surprising to find that "Federal Regulations and 
Control" ranks high in perceived importance. Nor is it 
surprising to find that many presidents consider 
"Conflicting Demands of External Constituencies" to be an 
important constraint on their effectiveness. In view of 
the fact that colleges and universities serve diverse 
external constituencies whose interests differ at times 
(Hollander, 1988), and the fact that, according to Fisher 
(1984), "no aspect of the presidency is more important 
than activities with external constituencies" (p. 122), 
the finding regarding the presidents' perception of the 
importance of this constraint appears to be warranted.
The data in the current research, however, stand in
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contrast to Birnbaum's (1992) finding that the presidents 
in his study defined leadership almost exclusively as 
dealing with internal rather than external problems.
With reference to the presidents' perceptions 
regarding the relative importance of "Time Spent on 
Administrative Matters" and "Lack of Time for Scholarly 
Work", the responses suggest that there may still be some 
truth to Stoke's (1959) claim that "the president's 
administrative duties are more insistent than his 
intellectual interests, making it impossible for the 
president to keep up with current scholarship" (p. 2). 
Certainly, this finding, taken in conjunction with the 
data concerning "Time Spent on Internal Relations"; "Time 
Spent on External Relations"; and "Demands of Social 
Activities", reinforces the findings of many college and 
university researchers, including Hemphill and Walberg 
(1966) and Flawn (1990), that the demands on the college 
president's time are heavy. Similarly, the data 
pertaining to the perceived importance of "Lack of Time 
to Play an Informed Effective Role in Educational 
Policy", supports Bok's (1986) contention that presidents 
no longer have the time to play such a role.
With respect to the overall presidential role, the 
finding that approximately eighty percent of the
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presidents surveyed perceived "Role Overload" and 
"Conflicting/Unrealistic Role Expectations" to be 
important constraints is consistent with the concerns 
expressed in higher education literature. Certainly, the 
data support both Birnbaum's (1988) contention that 
presidents are subject to role overload, as well as 
Kauffman's (1980) statement that it is difficult to 
describe the role of the president and the conflicting 
role expectations of each beholder.
In like manner, the data regarding the importance of 
"Lack of Understanding by the Academic Community of the 
Demands involved in the Exercise of Presidential 
Leadership" support the concerns expressed by authors of 
previous studies (Benezet et al., 1981; Hemphill and 
Walberg, 1966) regarding the need for such understanding. 
The data also appear to validate Trachtenberg's (1981) 
claim that "If the individual academic constituencies can 
only begin to understand the president's point of view,
they might be able to help the president do an even
better job on their behalf" (p. 6).
In as much as the data obtained by this study show
that contemporary presidents perceive "Fundraising 
Responsibilities" to be a relatively important 
constraint, Hemphill and Walberg's (1966) statement that
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"It is doubtful that many presidents have ever been able 
to escape responsibility for fundraising, whether from 
public or private sources" (p. 4) still appears to hold 
true. Also, according to McMillen (1991), the fact that 
more colleges are tapping fund raisers for presidencies 
reflects "the increasing importance— indeed, the absolute 
necessity, that fund raising plays in the life of the 
college president (p. A35).
"State Regulations and Control" is also seen as 
playing an important role in the life of college 
presidents, according to its perceived importance 
ranking. This finding is strongly upheld in higher 
education literature by higher education experts (Austin 
and Gamson, 1983; Mortimer and McConnell, 1978) who 
maintain that such oversight constrains the president1s 
ability to act and, as the Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential Leadership (1984) notes, "undue public 
intrusion still exists in many— perhaps most— states" (p. 
81). Interestingly, this constraint is ranked lower in 
perceived importance than "Federal Regulations and 
Control". This may be due to the fact that approximately 
66 percent of the sample presidents head a private 
institution. Public institutions are generally held to 
be more affected by state regulation than private
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institutions (Birnbaum, 1988; Keller, 1983; Flawn, 1990) 
while, according to the Carnegie Council on Policy 
Studies in Higher Education (1980), the increase in 
public regulation and influence is blurring the 
distinctions between the public and private sectors, 
particularly at the federal level.
When the results of the study regarding issues 
pertaining to faculty are examined, it can be seen that 
"Influence of Faculty Over Academic Policy"; "Influence 
of Faculty Over Appointments and Promotions"; "Conflict 
Between Faculty and Administration"; and "Lack of Faculty 
Support for Presidential Initiatives", are clustered very 
closely together, with approximately six presidents out 
of every ten perceiving these constraints as very 
important, important, or somewhat important. In terms of 
relative overall importance, they are ranked fifteenth, 
sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth respectively. In 
comparison to Astin and Scherrei1s (1980) finding that 
the presidents in their study ranked faculty as the most 
frequent source of disappointment, the current data seem 
to suggest that while these particular faculty issues are 
by no means perceived as unimportant constraints, 
fourteen other constraints, half of which are externally
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oriented, are currently perceived to be of relatively 
higher importance.
With reference to the perceived importance of 
"Ambiguity of Institutional Goals", the finding that 
almost 58 percent of the presidents rated this factor as 
very important, important, or somewhat important is not 
unexpected. Higher education literature is replete with 
references to the ambiguity of goals in academic settings 
(Baldridge et al., 1978; Birnbaum, 1988; Kerr and Gade, 
1986; March and Cohen, 1974).
As far as presidential assessment is concerned, 
"Inconsistent or Contradictory Standards for Presidential 
Assessment" was perceived to be very important, 
important, or somewhat important, by 57 percent of the 
sample presidents. Conversely, "Faculty Participation in 
Presidential Assessment" was rated as very important, 
important, or somewhat important, by the lowest 
percentage of presidents (34%), and ranked last in 
perceived order of importance. Certainly, the level of 
perceived importance regarding presidential evaluation 
standards is not unexpected. Concern about this aspect 
of presidential assessment is consistently documented in 
higher education literature (Austin and Gamson, 1983;
Kerr and Gade, 1986; Munitz, 1980; Nason, 1980).
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However, the low level of perceived importance relating 
to faculty participation in assessment is somewhat 
surprising in the face of Riesman's (1986) description of 
presidential evaluation as a "harvest of grievances from 
faculty" (p. xxi) and Birnbaum's (1988) claim that 
faculty within many colleges and universities have 
asserted the right to participate in presidential 
evaluation. Birnbaum (1988) also points out that "a 
faculty vote of no confidence often has the same power to 
end a presidential career as does a formal vote by the 
trustees" (p. 5).
The relatively low level of importance attached to 
"Participation by the Courts in Academic Decision Making" 
is also somewhat surprising in view of the fact that the 
Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education 
(1980) reported such participation as one of the factors 
involved in the trend toward higher education's 
transition from a free sector to a regulated industry.
However, with respect to a "Sense of Being Under 
Constant Review" and "Professional Isolation", the 
perceived importance of these constraints is expected. 
Many, including Riesman (1980), speak to the subject of 
the "fishbowl existence" of the college and university 
presidency. Many others agree with Fisher (1984), who
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contends that "The presidency is, by nature, a lonely 
position" (p. 7). There is also support for Kauffman's 
(1980) statement that "Often, only another president can 
understand a colleague's experience for it is difficult 
to share with others" (p. 89).
In view of the importance of an effective 
relationship between the board of trustees and the 
president of a college or university (Kauffman, 1980; 
Taylor, 1987), it might be expected that "Participation 
by Governing Boards in Daily Decision Making" and 
"Opposition by a Member or Members of the Board of 
Trustees", if such participation or opposition existed, 
would be perceived to be extremely important constraints 
on presidential effectiveness. Since this does not 
appear to be the case in the current study, the 
relatively low ranking of these constraints could be 
interpreted to mean that the sample presidents are 
relatively free of such constraints. On the other hand, 
the majority of the sample presidents are from privately 
controlled institutions and evidence suggests that boards 
of public institutions are more likely than boards of 
private institutions to engage in detailed decision 
making (Taylor, 1987). Additionally, as Birnbaum (1992)
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found, private boards are usually able to select members 
who share a common view of reality with the president.
Despite concerns regarding the lack of training for 
the position of the president (Fisher, 1984; Green, 1988; 
Riesman, 1980), the results of the current study seem to 
suggest that the sample presidents perceive the lack of 
training for the presidency to be a relatively 
unimportant constraint on leadership effectiveness. Less 
than half of the presidents indicated that they perceived 
this constraint to be very important, important, or 
somewhat important. Likewise, "Lack of a Well-Defined 
Model of the Presidential Job", which only 40.5 percent 
of the sample presidents perceived to be very important, 
important, or somewhat important, appears to rank low in 
relation to the other constraints, in spite of the 
concerns expressed in this regard (Birnbaum, 1988; 
Carbone, 1981; Cohen and March, 1974; Kauffman, 1980).
Conversely, the relatively small percentage (39.7%) 
of presidents who perceived "Student Participation in 
Governance" as a very important, important, or somewhat 
important constraint, supports the finding of Astin and 
Scherrei (1980) that students did not occupy a prominent 
place in the concerns of presidents who participated in 
their study. This finding also suggests agreement with
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the Commission on Strengthening Presidential Leadership's 
(1984) claim that contemporary students are generally 
pressing less hard on the presidency in ways that 
restrict the office's freedom of action.
Similarly, the fact that only 38 percent of the 
presidents perceived "Faculty Unionization" to be very 
important, important, or somewhat important, suggests 
that for the majority of the sample presidents a
unionized faculty is not a pressing concern. Perhaps the
majority of the sample presidents agree with Fisher's 
(1984) allegation that "collective bargaining need not be 
a bad thing as long as you respect its nature as being 
different from the more traditional patterns of shared 
governance" (p. 99). On the other hand, the findings in
this respect may once again reflect the fact that 66
percent of the sample presidents head private 
institutions which are less likely to be unionized than 
public institutions (Baldridge et al., 1978; Kauffman, 
1980).
In addition to determining the degree of importance 
assigned to each of the constraints by the presidents as 
a group, comparisons were carried out in order to 
ascertain if any differences existed in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the thirty
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constraints when the presidents were grouped according to 
institutional type; institutional control; institutional 
size; age; gender; and length of tenure. Based on an 
analysis of the data, the findings are discussed as 
follows.
Differences in Presidential Perceptions 
by Institutional Type
Introduction. This section addresses the following
research question:
Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when the presidents are 
grouped according to the type of institution 
over which they preside?
In this respect, the responses of presidents of 
doctoral; research; liberal arts; and comprehensive 
institutions were compared. Appendix F illustrates the 
mean scores for the presidents' responses to each of the 
thirty factors listed on Part II of the questionnaire. 
These data demonstrate that the sample presidents, when 
grouped by institutional type, do differ in their 
perception of the importance of each of the factors as a 
constraint on effective presidential leadership.
Since the data indicated that differences existed, a 
one-way analysis of variance by type of institution was 
computed for each of the thirty factors, to determine the 
probability of such differences occurring by chance. The 
results are shown in Appendix G.
Significant findings. After the results of the one-way 
analysis of the variance were examined, the presidents' 
mean scores were analyzed, using Tukey's HSD, test and 
were found to be significantly different for the 
following four constraints:
1) Opposition by a member or members of the board of 
trustees: This constraint elicited the greatest F- 
ratio (3.13), and was statistically significant 
beyond the .05 level (.02). For this constraint, 
then, the null hypothesis of no significant 
difference in the mean scores based on type of 
institution was rejected. The data indicated 
that there was a statistically significant 
difference in the responses of presidents of 
doctoral, research, liberal arts, and compre­
hensive institutions, regarding the perceived 
importance of opposition from a member or 
members of the board of trustees.
When the data were analyzed further to 
determine where the difference was significant 
between the responses of presidents of doctoral, 
research, liberal arts, and comprehensive 
institutions, the mean scores for presidents of 
research institutions and presidents of doctoral 
institutions were found to be significantly 
different. The mean score for presidents of 
research institutions (3.29) was higher than the 
mean score for presidents of doctoral institutions 
(2.06). Research presidents seem to perceive 
opposition from a member or members of their board 
of trustees to be a significantly more important 
constraint than do presidents of doctoral 
institutions.
Student Participation in Governance: The null
hypothesis was rejected for this constraint which 
showed an F-ratio of 3.02 and was statistically 
significant beyond the .05 level (.03). The data 
indicated that there was a statistically signi­
ficant difference in the responses of presidents of 
doctoral, research, liberal arts, and compre­
hensive institutions regarding the perceived 
importance of student participation in governance.
After further analysis to determine where the 
difference was significant between the responses of 
presidents of doctoral, research, liberal arts, and 
comprehensive institutions, the mean scores of 
presidents of research institutions and presidents 
of doctoral institutions were found to be signi­
ficantly different. The mean score for 
presidents of research institutions (2.93) was 
higher than the mean score for presidents of 
doctoral institutions (1.94), indicating that 
the research presidents appear to perceive student 
participation in governance to be a significantly 
more important constraint than do presidents of 
doctoral institutions.
Lack of a well-defined model of the presidential 
job: The null hypothesis was rejected for this
constraint which demonstrated an F-ratio of 2.72 and 
was statistically significant beyond the .05 level 
(0.04). The data indicated that there was a 
statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents of doctoral, research, 
liberal arts, and comprehensive institutions 
regarding the perceived importance of the lack of 
a well-defined model of the presidential job.
Upon further analysis of the data, a 
significant difference was found to exist between 
the mean score for presidents of liberal arts 
institutions (2.44) and the mean score for 
presidents of doctoral institutions (1.67). Thus, 
it appears that presidents from liberal arts 
institutions perceive the lack of a well-defined 
model of the presidential job to be a significantly 
more important constraint than do presidents of 
doctoral institutions.
Faculty Participation in Presidential Assessment:
The null hypothesis was also rejected for this 
constraint which exhibited an F-ratio of 2.59, and 
was significant beyond the .05 level. The data 
indicated that there was a statistically significant 
difference in the responses of presidents of 
doctoral, research, liberal arts, and comprehensive 
institutions regarding faculty participation in 
presidential assessment.
After further analysis a significant difference 
was found to exist between the mean score of 
presidents from liberal arts institutions (2.31) and 
the mean score of presidents from doctoral insti-
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tutions (1.61). It seems, therefore, that the 
liberal arts presidents perceive faculty 
participation in presidential assessment to be a 
significantly more important constraint than do 
doctoral presidents.
Non-significant findings. Because the calculated F- 
ratios were smaller than the critical values of F at the 
.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in mean scores based on insti­
tutional type was accepted for each of the remaining 
twenty-six constraints.
Since the data also indicated that differences 
existed in the presidents' overall or aggregate scores, a 
one-way analysis of variance by type of institution was 
computed for these scores, to determine the probability 
of such differences occurring by chance. The results are 
shown in Appendix F. Because the calculated F-ratio was 
smaller than the critical value of F at the .05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis of no significant 
differences in aggregate scores based on institutional 
type was accepted.
Summary. From an analysis of the mean scores of the 
responses in this study, it seems that differences do 
exist in the presidents' perceptions of the importance of
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the thirty constraints when the presidents are grouped 
according to the type of institution over which they 
preside. However, a one-way analysis of variance 
revealed that the mean scores of the presidents' 
responses, when grouped according to institutional type, 
showed statistically significant differences for only 
four constraints: "Opposition from a Member or Member of 
the Board of Trustees"; "Student Participation in 
Governance"; "Lack of a Well-Defined Model of the 
Presidential Job"; and "Faculty Participation in 
Presidential Assessment".
No statistically significant differences were found 
in aggregate scores when the presidents were grouped 
according to institutional type.
Discussion. Although Kerr and Gade (1986) have suggested 
that there is no such thing as the presidency, and others 
(Baldridge et al., 1978; Green, 1988) have noted the 
diversity and differences among colleges and 
universities, the fact that there were so few statisti­
cally significant differences among the responses of 
presidents from the various types of institutions seems 
to support the remarks made by experienced college and 
university administrators to Hemphill and Walberg (1966), 
that "contrary to the opinion of many persons, the
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crucial issues faced by one president are very similar to 
those faced by other presidents" (p. 11).
The findings in this study also lend credence to the 
contention of the Commission on Strengthening the 
Presidency (1984) that "Although institutions and 
problems are diverse, there are common themes running 
through the presidency in all kinds of colleges and 
universities" (p. 48). Likewise, the findings uphold the 
report of Benezet et al. (1981) that the presidents in 
their study seemed to be facing similar problems despite 
the variety of institutions involved.
These generalizations notwithstanding, evidence in 
higher education studies and literature is sparse 
concerning specific differences among presidents based on 
institutional type. This study, for example, is the 
first to examine differences in presidential perceptions 
of the importance of constraints on effective leadership 
in higher education based on institutional type. Not 
surprisingly, therefore, a review of the higher education 
literature did not provide any specific data to support 
the findings that research presidents would perceive 
either "Opposition From a Member or Members of the Board 
of Trustees" or "Student Participation in Governance" to 
be significantly more important constraints than doctoral
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presidents. Nor did a search of the literature shed 
specific light on the findings that a significant 
difference existed between presidents of liberal arts 
institutions and presidents of doctoral institutions 
regarding the importance of "Lack of a Well-Defined Model 
of the Presidential Job" and "Faculty Participation in 
Presidential Assessment" as constraints on their 
leadership effectiveness.
However, when the pattern of responses are examined, 
several interesting points emerge. First, for each of 
the four constraints demonstrating statistically 
significant differences, the mean scores for the 
responses of the doctoral presidents were significantly 
lower than those of the presidents from the other types 
of institutions with which they were compared. Second, 
the mean scores of doctoral presidents1 responses were 
lower than the mean scores of the research, liberal arts, 
and comprehensive presidents for twenty of the thirty 
constraints listed on the questionnaire. Third, the mean 
scores for doctoral presidents1 responses were higher 
than those of presidents from the other three types of 
institutions for only two constraints: "Participation by 
the Courts in Academic Decision Making" (2.88) and 
"Federal Regulations and Control" (4.11). Finally, the
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overall mean score for presidents of doctoral 
institutions (2.82) was lower than the mean score for 
presidents from the other three types of institutions.
Any interpretation of this pattern of responses, 
however, must necessarily be highly speculative, since 
an extensive search of the literature on leadership in 
higher education failed to produce any prior research 
concerning differences in presidential perceptions of 
constraints based on institutional type. Of course, it 
would be tempting to conclude that the doctoral 
presidents in the sample are less subject to constraints 
and, therefore, experience a more favorable climate for 
effective leadership. But a more reasonable explanation, 
in view of the lack of supporting evidence for this 
conclusion, may be that the sample doctoral presidents 
simply more accepting of the fact that these constraints 
come with the territory— that they are part and parcel of 
the president's job.
Differences in Presidential Perceptions 
by Institutional Control
introduction. This section addresses the following
research question:
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Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when the presidents are 
grouped according to the control of the 
institution over which they preside?
To answer this question, comparisons were made 
between the responses of presidents of publicly 
controlled institutions and presidents of privately 
controlled institutions. Appendix H shows the mean scores 
and standard deviations for the presidential responses by 
institutional control.
Since the data in Appendix H indicated that 
differences existed, a one-way analysis of variance by 
type of control was computed for each of the thirty 
factors to determine the probability of such differences 
occurring by chance. The results are shown in Appendix 
I.
Significant findings. After a one-way analysis of the 
variance of each of the constraints by institutional 
control, the mean scores of the presidents' responses 
were analyzed, and were found to be significantly 
different for the following three constraints.
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1) State Regulations and Control: This constraint
elicited the greatest F ratio (31.56), and was 
statistically significant beyond the .05 level 
(.0001). Therefore, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in the mean scores based on 
type of institutional control was rejected. The data 
indicated that there was a statistically significant 
difference in the responses of presidents of public 
and private institutions regarding state regulations 
and control.
When the data were analyzed further, the mean 
score for presidents from public institutions (4.08) 
was shown to be significantly different than the 
mean score for presidents of private institutions 
(3.15), which seems to indicate that state 
regulations and control is perceived to be signi­
ficantly more important as a constraint by 
presidents of public institutions than by 
presidents of private institutions.
2) Faculty Unionization: The null hypothesis of no
significant differences in mean scores based on type 
of institutional control was rejected for this 
constraint, which demonstrated an F-ratio of 4.49 . 
and was statistically significant beyond the .05
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level (.03). The data indicated that there was a 
statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents of public and private 
institutions regarding faculty unionization.
After further analysis, the mean score for 
presidents of public institutions (2.56) was found 
to be significantly higher than the mean score for 
presidents of private institutions (2.09). This 
suggests that although both groups of presidents 
perceive faculty unionization to be somewhat 
unimportant, presidents from private institutions 
perceive it to be even less important than 
presidents from public institutions.
3) Sense of Being Under Constant Review: The null
hypothesis of no significant differences in mean 
scores based on institutional control was also 
rejected for this constraint. The F-ratio of 4.73 
was statistically significant beyond the .05 level 
(.03). The data indicated that there was a 
statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents of public and private 
institutions regarding the sense of being under 
constant review.
After further analysis, the mean score of
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presidents of public institutions (3.01) was found 
to be significantly different from the mean score 
for presidents of private institutions (2.63), 
seemingly demonstrating that a sense of being under 
constant review was perceived to be a more important 
constraint by presidents from public institutions 
than by presidents from private institutions. 
Non-significant findings. Because the calculated F- 
ratios were smaller than the critical values of F at the 
.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in mean scores based on type of 
institutional control was accepted for each of the 
remaining twenty-seven constraints.
Since the data also indicated that differences 
existed in the presidents' overall or aggregate scores, a 
one-way analysis of variance by type of institutional 
control was computed for these scores, to determine the 
probability of such differences occurring by chance. The 
results are shown in Appendix I. Because the calculated 
F-ratio was smaller than the critical value of F at the 
.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in aggregate scores based on type 
of institutional control was accepted.
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Summary. From an analysis of the mean scores of the 
responses in this study, it seems that differences do 
exist in the presidents' perceptions of the importance of 
the thirty constraints when the presidents are grouped 
according to the type of institutional control. However, 
a one-way analysis of variance revealed that the mean 
scores of the presidents' responses, when grouped 
according to institutional control, showed statistically 
significant differences for only the following three 
constraints: "State Regulations and Control"; Faculty 
Unionization"; and "Sense of Being Under Constant 
Review".
No statistically significant differences were found 
in aggregate scores when the presidents were grouped 
according to type of institutional control.
Discussion. While statistically significant differences 
in mean scores were found for responses concerning only 
three of the thirty suggested constraints, an interesting 
difference appears when the overall response patterns are 
examined. Public presidents perceived a higher degree 
of importance for twenty out of the thirty suggested 
constraints.
This pattern of difference is not unexpected. For 
example, it is in keeping with Hemphill and Walberg's
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(1966) finding that the incidence and type of 
"roadblocks" or constraints to effectiveness, as 
perceived by the presidents in their study, were related 
to institutional control. It also seems to support the 
finding of the Commission on Strengthening Presidential 
Leadership (1984) that it is particularly in the public 
institutions that the strength of the presidency has been 
weakened, as well as Kauffman's (1980) statement that 
"Although presidents of independent colleges have many 
challenges and problems, they have a sense of personal 
freedom to act which is missing in the public sector"
(p. 49).
More specifically, there is much support in higher 
education literature for the finding that presidents of 
public institutions perceive state regulations and 
control to be a significantly more important constraint 
than do presidents of private institutions. Hemphill and 
Walberg (1966), for example, found that 80 percent of the 
public presidents in their sample reported state 
regulations and control as a major or minor roadblock to 
their effectiveness, compared to almost 80 percent of 
private and sectarian presidents who said that state 
regulations and control was not a roadblock at all. 
Additionally, Austin and Gamson (1983) assert that "State
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legislative bodies and coordinating boards constrain the 
power of presidents, particularly in public institutions" 
(p. 50), and Ness (1974), in the foreword to The 
Selection of College and University Presidents, contends 
that "In some ways, public colleges and universities are 
being regarded as state agencies" (p. 7).
As far as faculty unionization is concerned, as 
Baldridge et al. (1978) and Kauffman (1980) note, this is 
found more in public institutions than in private 
institutions and, as the Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential Leadership (1984) states, half of all 
campuses in the United States are under public authority. 
Also, the data from Birnbaum's (1992) study suggest that 
the presence of a faculty union may reduce faculty 
support for a president, thereby constraining the 
leadership that he or she can exercise. It is not 
surprising then, that faculty unionization seems to be 
perceived as a more important constraint on effective 
presidential leadership in public rather than in private 
colleges and universities.
The fact that a sense of being under constant review 
was seemingly perceived to be a more important constraint 
by presidents from public institutions than by presidents 
from private institutions is also not unexpected. It is
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consistent with the Hemphill and Walberg (1966) finding
that public college presidents more often than those of
private colleges felt that they must be careful about
what they said and how they conducted their lives. It is
also supported by the Commission on Strengthening
Presidential Leadership's (1984) finding that public
institutions were subject to the scrutiny of governmental
agencies more so than private institutions.
Differences in Presidential Perceptions 
by Institutional size
Introduction. This section addresses the following
research question:
Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when the presidents are 
grouped according to institutional size?
In order to answer this question, the responses of 
the presidents from smaller institutions (defined as 
institutions that enroll less than 1,000 students); 
medium-sized institutions (defined as institutions that 
enroll 1,000 to 5,000 students) and larger institutions 
(defined as institutions that enroll more than 5,000 
students) were compared.
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Significant findings. After a one-way analysis of each 
of the thirty constraints by institutional size, the null 
hypothesis of no differences in mean scores was rejected 
for the following two constraints:
1) Professional Isolation: This constraint demonstrated
\
an F-ratio of 3.42 and was significant beyond the 
.05 level (.03). The data indicated that there was 
a statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents regarding professional 
isolation when the presidents were grouped according 
to institutional size.
After further analysis, the mean score of 
presidents of institutions with less than 1,000 
students (2.94) was found to be significantly 
different than the mean score of presidents of 
institutions with more than 5,000 students (2.36). 
Presidents of both the smallest and the largest 
institutions perceive professional isolation to be 
relatively unimportant, but the presidents of 
larger institutions place significantly less 
importance on this factor as a constraint than do 
the presidents of smaller institutions.
2) Fundraising Responsibilities: This constraint 
elicited an F-ratio of 3.12 and was significant
beyond the .05 level (.04). The data indicated that 
there was a statistically significant difference in 
the responses of presidents regarding fundraising 
responsibilities when the presidents were grouped 
according to institutional size.
After further analysis, the mean score of 
presidents of institutions with less than 1,000 
students (3.91) was found to differ significantly 
from the mean score of presidents of institutions 
with more than 5,000 students (3.31). This suggests 
that the presidents of the smaller institutions 
perceive fundraising responsibilities to be of 
greater importance as a constraint than do 
presidents of the larger institutions. 
Non-Significant Findings. Because the calculated F- 
ratios were smaller than the critical values of F at the 
.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in mean scores based on 
institutional size was accepted for each of the remaining 
twenty-eight constraints.
Since the data also indicated that differences 
existed in the presidents' overall or aggregate scores, a 
one-way analysis of variance by institutional size was 
computed for these scores, to determine the probability
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of such differences occurring by chance. In this regard, 
because the calculated F-ratio was smaller than the 
critical value of F at the .05 level of significance, the 
null hypothesis of no significant differences in 
aggregate scores based on institutional size was 
accepted.
Summary. From an analysis of the mean scores of the 
responses in this study, it seems that differences do 
exist in the presidents' perceptions of the importance of 
the thirty constraints when the presidents are grouped 
according to institutional size. However, a one-way 
analysis of variance revealed that the mean scores of the 
presidents' responses, when grouped according to 
institutional size, showed statistically significant 
differences for only two constraints: "Professional 
Isolation"; and "Fundraising Responsibilities".
No statistically significant differences were found 
in aggregate scores when the presidents were grouped 
according to institutional size.
Discussion.
Although the literature on presidential leadership 
is replete with assertions regarding the loneliness and 
isolation of college and university presidents (Benezet 
et al., 1981; Fisher Tack and Wheeler, 1988; Hemphill and
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Walberg, 1966), no specific statements can be found that 
compare or contrast such isolation in terms of 
institutional size. In the absence of other evidence, 
therefore, the reason why presidents of larger 
institutions perceive professional isolation to be 
significantly less important than do presidents of 
smaller institutions can only be a matter for 
speculation. For example, it is possible that the 
presidents of larger institutions have more opportunities 
to meet with their peers from other organizations. As 
Fretwell (1988) suggests "Presidents probably comprise 
the best of all possible support systems for one another"
(p. 62).
However, the finding that the presidents of the 
smaller institutions perceive fundraising responsi­
bilities to be of greater importance as a constraint than 
do presidents of the larger institutions seems to support 
Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler's (1988) suggestion that the 
resources available for presidents for use in enhancing 
their institutions' academic programs and in attracting 
high quality students reflect the institution's 
enrollment size. Therefore, it may be that the 
presidents from the smaller institutions necessarily 
have to spend more time on fundraising than the
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presidents from the larger institutions, to the detriment
of their effectiveness in other critical areas.
Differences in Presidential Perceptions 
by Age of Presidents
Introduction. This section addresses the following
research question:
Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when the presidents are 
grouped according to age?
In order to answer this question, the responses 
of the presidents aged 33 to 44 years; the responses of 
presidents aged 45 to 54 years; the responses of 
presidents aged 55 to 64 years; and the responses of the 
presidents aged over 64 were compared.
Significant findings. After a one-way analysis of each 
of the thirty constraints by age of the presidents, the 
null hypothesis of no significant differences in mean 
scores was rejected for the following constraints.
1) Participation by the courts in academic decision
making: This constraint elicited an F-ratio of 3.85
and was statistically significant beyond the .05 
level (.01). The data indicated that there was a
statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents regarding participation by 
the courts in academic decision making when the 
presidents were grouped according to institutional 
size.
After further analysis, the mean score of 
presidents aged over 64 years (3.46) was found to be 
significantly different from both the mean score of 
presidents aged 55 years to 64 years (2.59) and the 
mean score of presidents aged 33 years to 44 years 
(2.56). It would appear, then, that the oldest 
group of presidents perceive participation by the 
courts in academic decision making to be signi­
ficantly more important than do the youngest group 
of presidents or the presidents aged 55 to 64 years. 
Lack of formal training for the position of 
president: This constraint demonstrated an F-ratio
of 2.61 and was significant beyond the .05 level 
(.05). The data indicated that there was a 
statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents regarding the lack of 
formal training for the position of president when 
the presidents were grouped according to age.
After further analysis, the mean score of 
presidents aged from 33 years to 44 years (2.84) 
was found to be significantly different from the 
mean score of presidents aged 55 years to 64 years 
(2.21). This suggests that the younger presidents 
perceive the lack of formal training to be signi­
ficantly more important than do those who are aged 
55 years to 64 years.
Federal regulations and control. With an F-ratio of 
3.63, this constraint was significant beyond the .05 
level (.01). The data indicated that there was a 
statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents regarding federal regu­
lations and control when the presidents were 
grouped according to institutional size.
After further analysis, the mean score of 
presidents aged over 64 years (4.38) was found to be 
significantly different from the mean score of the 
presidents aged 33 years to 44 years (3.52), as well 
as significantly different from the mean score of 
presidents aged from 45 years to 54 years (3.68) and 
the mean score of presidents aged from 55 years to 
64 years (3.63). It seems that the oldest group 
of presidents perceived federal regulations and
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control to be significantly more important than 
any of the other age groups.
4) State regulations and control: For this constraint
the F-ratio of 3.00 was also significant beyond the 
.05 level (.03). The data indicated that there was 
a statistically significant difference in the 
responses of presidents regarding state regulations 
and control when the presidents were grouped 
according to age.
After further analysis, the mean score of 
presidents aged over 64 years (4.16) was found to be 
significantly different from the mean score of 
presidents aged 33 years to 44 years (3.24) and 
presidents aged 55 years to 64 years (3.45). Thus 
the data suggest that the oldest presidents perceive 
state regulations and control to be significantly 
more important than do the youngest presidents or 
the presidents aged 55 years to 64 years. 
Non-significant findings. Because the calculated F- 
ratios were smaller than the critical values of F at the 
.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in mean scores based on age was 
accepted for each of the remaining twenty-six 
constraints.
Since the data also indicated that differences 
existed in the presidents' overall or aggregate scores, a 
one-way analysis of variance by presidents1 age was 
computed for these scores, to determine the probability 
of such differences occurring by chance. In this regard, 
because the calculated F-ratio was smaller than the 
critical value of F at the .05 level of significance, the 
null hypothesis of no significant differences in 
aggregate scores based on presidential age was accepted. 
Summary. From an analysis of the mean scores of the 
responses in this study, it seems that differences do 
exist in the presidents' perceptions of the importance of 
the thirty constraints when the presidents are grouped 
according to age. However, a one-way analysis of 
variance revealed that the mean scores of the presidents' 
responses, when grouped according to age, showed 
statistically significant differences for only four 
constraints: "Participation by the Courts in Academic 
Decision Making"; "Lack of Formal Training for the 
Position of President"; "Federal Regulations and 
Control"; and "State Regulations and Control".
No statistically significant differences were found 
in aggregate scores when the presidents were grouped 
according to age.
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Discussion. Again, the literature on leadership in higher 
education is largely silent with respect to differences 
among college and university presidents based on age. 
However, it makes intuitive sense that the younger 
presidents perceive "Lack of Formal Training for the 
Position of President" to be a more important constraint 
than the older presidents do. The older presidents are 
more likely to have held the position longer and may 
have, therefore, learned "on-the-job". They may even 
have served previously as a president of another 
institution, or are more likely to have spent a longer 
period of time in a higher education environment than 
their younger counterparts.
With respect to "Participation by the Courts in 
Academic Decision Making"; "Federal Regulations and 
Control"; and "State Regulations and Control", these 
constraints are all examples of the external intrusion 
into academic affairs so well documented in higher 
education literature as having increased over the years. 
Therefore, it is suggested that the oldest presidents 
perceive these constraints to be significantly more 
important because of the fact that the courts and 
regulatory agencies were less intrusive when the 
presidents were younger. Alternatively, it may be,
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because of their age and longer experience, that they are
just more weary of growing government intervention.
Differences in Presidential Perceptions 
by Gender of Presidents
Introduction. This section addresses the following
research question:
Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when the presidents are 
grouped according to gender?
Findings. After a one-way analysis of variance of each of 
the thirty constraints based on gender, the null 
hypothesis of no significant differences in mean scores 
was accepted for all thirty constraints because the 
calculated F-ratios were smaller than the critical values 
of F at the .05 level of significance.
Summary. From an analysis of the mean scores of the 
responses in this study, it seems that differences do 
exist in the presidents' perceptions of the importance of 
the thirty constraints when the presidents are grouped 
according to gender. However, a one-way analysis of 
variance revealed that the mean scores of the presidents'
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responses, when grouped according to gender, demonstrated 
no statistically significant differences.
No statistically significant differences were found 
in aggregate scores when the presidents were grouped 
according to gender.
Discussion. This finding lends support to Kerr and 
Gade's (1986) claim that women presidents are not in any 
better or worse situation than men once they have been 
appointed. It is also in accord with Vaughan's (1986) 
study which reports that the majority of the women 
presidents stated that once they had assumed the 
presidency they found the position to be asexual. 
Additionally, Birnbaum (1992) found no apparent 
relationship between gender and leadership in academic 
settings.
Differences in Presidential Perceptions 
by Length of Presidential Tenure
introduction. This section addresses the following
research question:
Do differences exist in the presidents' 
perceptions of the importance of each of the 
thirty constraints when the presidents are 
grouped according to length of tenure?
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In order to answer this question, the responses 
of the presidents who reported that they had less than 
five years' tenure in their current position; the 
responses of presidents who reported between five and ten 
years' tenure; and the responses of presidents who 
reported more than ten years' tenure were compared. 
Significant findings. After a one-way analysis of 
variance of each of the thirty constraints based on 
length of presidential tenure, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in mean scores was rejected for 
only one of the constraints. "Lack of Time to Play an 
Informed Effective Role in Educational Policy", obtained 
an F-ratio of 10.24 and was significant beyond the .05 
level (. 0001).
After further analysis, a significant difference was 
found between the mean score of presidents with less than 
five years' tenure in the current position (2.83) and the 
mean score of presidents with more than ten years' tenure 
(3.55). Apparently, the presidents with the least number 
of years in office perceive the lack of time to play an 
effective role in educational policy to be significantly 
less important than do presidents with the highest number 
of years in office.
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This may be due to the fact that at one time the 
president1s role as an educator was considered to be a 
primary responsibility (Dodds, 1962) and presidents with 
longer tenure may still subscribe to this belief. On the 
other hand, presidents who are relatively new to the 
office may acknowledge the fact that presidents no longer 
have the time to play an informed and effective role in 
educational policy (Bok, 1986). They may, therefore, 
identify themselves more closely with administrative 
policy and be less likely to consider lack of time to 
play an informed effective role in educational 
policy as a constraint on effective leadership. As 
Benezet et al. (1981) note, "books written during the 
past twenty years underscore a continuing trend: the 
office of president is seen as declining in educational 
significance while becoming more and more managerial"
(p. 2).
Non-Significant Findings. Because the calculated F- 
ratios were smaller than the critical values of F at the 
.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis of no 
significant differences in mean scores based on length of 
tenure was accepted for each of the remaining twenty-nine 
constraints.
Since the data also indicated that differences 
existed in the presidents' overall or aggregate scores, a 
one-way analysis of variance by length of tenure was 
computed for these scores, to determine the probability 
of such differences occurring by chance. In this regard, 
because the calculated F-ratio was smaller than the 
critical value of F at the .05 level of significance, the 
null hypothesis of no significant differences in 
aggregate scores based on length of tenure was accepted^. 
Summary. From an analysis of the mean scores of the 
responses in this study, it seems that differences do 
exist in the presidents' perceptions of the importance of 
the thirty constraints when the presidents are grouped 
according to length of presidential tenure. However, a 
one-way analysis of variance revealed that the mean 
scores of the presidents' responses, when grouped 
according to presidential tenure, showed only the 
following difference to be statistically significant: 
"Lack of Time to Play an Informed Effective Role in 
Educational Policy".
No statistically significant differences were found 
in aggregate scores when the presidents were grouped 
according to length of presidential tenure.
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Discussion. While Benezet et al. (1981) claim that "A 
president's perspective on even the most general topic of 
education is often affected by the length of his or her 
term of office" (p. 43), this statement would not appear 
to hold true as far as the suggested constraints in the 
current study are concerned. On the contrary, it would 
appear that the presidents in this study, when grouped 
according to length of tenure, share remarkably similar 
perceptions of the importance of the thirty suggested 
constraints on their effectiveness as leaders.
Most Important Constraints
introduction. This section addresses the following 
research question:
What factors are perceived as being the 
three most important constraints on effective 
presidential leadership?
The data were derived from the responses to an item 
on the questionnaire which asked the presidents to 
indicate which three factors, from the thirty suggested 
in Part II of the questionnaire, were perceived as being 
the most important constraints on presidential effective­
ness. The data were then analyzed and ranked based on 
the percentage of presidents who indicated that they
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perceived a constraint as being one of the three most 
important.
The following sections present the results of this 
analysis for the total sample; the results for the 
presidents' when grouped according to institutional type; 
the results for the presidents when grouped according to 
institutional control; and the results for the presidents 
when grouped according to both institutional type and 
institutional control.
Results for the total sample. As a group, the presidents 
mentioned "Inadequate Funding" most frequently (67.3%), 
followed by "Lack of Understanding by the Academic 
Community of the Demands Involved in the Exercise of 
Presidential Leadership" (19.1%), and "Role Overload" 
(18.6%).
Discussion. This information supports the previous 
findings that the sample presidents, as a group, perceive 
"Inadequate Funding" to be by far the most important of 
the thirty given constraints. Similarly, the finding 
regarding "Lack of Understanding by the Academic 
Community of the Demands Involved in the Exercise of 
Presidential Leadership" and "Role Overload" is expected, 
and supports the consistently documented view that they
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are important constraints on effective presidential 
leadership.
Results by institutional type. The presidents of 
doctoral institutions mentioned "Inadequate Funding" 
(59%) more often than any other constraint, followed by 
"Conflicting Demands of External Constituencies" (35%). 
"Federal Regulations and Control" (29%) and "State 
Regulations and Control" (29%) tied for third place.
Presidents of research institutions chose 
"Inadequate Funding" (58%) most often, followed by "Role 
Overload" (50%). "Lack of Understanding by the Academic 
Community of the Demands Involved in the Exercise of 
Presidential Leadership" (25%); "Opposition by a Member 
or Members of the Board of Trustees" (25%); and 
"Conflicting/Unrealistic Role Expectations" (25%) tied 
for third place.
Presidents of liberal arts institutions selected 
"Inadequate Funding" (65%) most often, then "Fundraising 
Responsibilities" (25%). "Lack of Understanding by the 
Academic Community of the Demands Involved in the 
Exercise of Presidential Leadership" (19%) and "Role 
Overload" (19%) tied for third place.
Presidents of comprehensive institutions indicated 
"Inadequate Funding" (71%) most often, with "State
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Regulations and Control" (23%) in second place. "Lack of 
Understanding by the Academic Community of the Demands 
Involved in the Exercise of Presidential Leadership"
(18%) and "Federal Regulations and Control" (18%) tied 
for third place.
Discussion. "Inadequate Funding" was nominated most 
frequently by the presidents in each institutional group 
as one of the three most important constraints, 
indicating once again that the majority of the sample 
presidents perceive it to be an extremely important 
constraint.
However, grouping the presidents according to 
institutional type reveals that research presidents (58%) 
and doctoral presidents (59%) nominated "Inadequate 
Funding" less frequently than comprehensive presidents 
(71%) or liberal arts presidents (65%). This finding is 
not entirely unexpected. Doctoral and research 
universities receive sizable appropriations of federal 
funds (Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher 
Education, 1988) which may explain why the presidents who 
lead these institutions appear to be relatively less 
constrained by financial pressures. Liberal arts 
presidents, on the other hand, most of whom represent 
private institutions, are more dependent on private
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philanthrophy and their income is, therefore, more 
uncertain. (Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher 
Education, 1980).
It is also interesting to note that when the 
nominations of research university presidents are 
examined, "Inadequate Funding" (58%), which was the most 
frequently nominated constraint, is separated from "Role 
Overload" (50%), the second most nominated constraint, by 
a very slim margin compared to the much larger margins of 
difference between "Inadequate Funding" and the second 
most nominated constraints for the doctoral, liberal 
arts, and comprehensive presidents. One explanation for 
this finding may be, as the Carnegie Council on Policy 
Studies in Higher Education (1988) declares, that 
research universities have far more than average sources 
of support.
Likewise, it is interesting to note that research 
presidents were the only group from whom "Opposition from 
a Member or Member of the Board of Trustees" received a 
high enough number of nominations (33%) to allow this 
constraint to be ranked as one of the three most 
important. In the Hemphill and Walberg study (1966) 
almost one-quarter (23%) of the entire sample of 
presidents indicated that opposition from a member or
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members of the governing body was a roadblock to 
effective performance.
With respect to "Lack of Understanding by the 
Academic Community of the Demands Involved in the 
Exercise of Presidential Leadership", the fact that this 
ranked as one of the three most important constraints for 
presidents of three out of the four different types of 
institutions is not surprising. When the presidents were 
considered as a group, 19.1 percent of the presidents 
selected this item as one of the three most important 
constraints; making it the second most frequently 
nominated factor.
Results by institutional control. "Inadequate Funding" 
was mentioned most frequently by presidents of public 
institutions (71%), followed by "State Regulations and 
Control" (35%). "Federal Regulations and Control"; "Lack 
of Understanding by the Academic Community of the Demands 
Involved in the Exercise of Presidential Leadership"; and 
"Role Overload" received the third highest number of 
nominations (17%).
The presidents from private institutions nominated 
"Inadequate Funding" most frequently (70%). "Fund­
raising Responsibilities" received the second highest 
number of nominations (24%), with "Lack of Understanding
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of the Demands Involved in the Exercise of Presidential 
Leadership" receiving the third highest number of 
nominations (20% ).
Piscussion. When the presidents were grouped according 
to institutional control, the importance of "Inadequate 
Funding" is again supported by presidents from both 
public and private institutions. Almost the same 
percentage of presidents of public (71%) and private 
(70%) institutions mentioned "Inadequate Funding" as one 
of the three most important constraints, making it the 
most frequently nominated constraint for both groups.
Conversely, only the presidents of public 
institutions nominated "State Regulations and Control" 
and "Federal Regulations and Control" often enough to 
rank these constraints among the three most important. 
However, this is an expected result in view of the fact 
that many researchers, including the members of the 
Commission on Presidential Leadership (1984), contend 
that public institutions are subject to the scrutiny of 
governmental agencies more so than private institutions.
Similarly, the finding that "Fundraising 
Responsibilities" received the second highest number of 
nominations as one of the three most important 
constraints from presidents of private institutions is in
keeping with the claim that income for privately 
controlled institutions is more dependent on continuous 
fundraising efforts (Carnegie Council on Policy Studies 
in Higher Education, 1980). This finding also suggests 
one reason why "Fundraising Responsibilities" was 
considered to be one of the three most important 
constraints by presidents of liberal arts institutions. 
Perhaps this finding reflects the fact that the majority 
of the liberal arts institutions are privately 
controlled.
Results by institutional type and control. Fifty-six 
percent of the presidents from public doctoral insti­
tutions mentioned "Inadequate Funding" most often, 
followed by "State Regulations and Control" and "Con­
flicting Demands of External Constituencies", both of 
which were chosen by 44 percent of the presidents. In 
third place, nominated by twenty-two percent of the 
presidents were: "Influence of Faculty Over Academic 
Policy"; "Federal Regulations and Control"; "Fundrais­
ing Responsibilities"; and "Role Overload".
The most frequently nominated constraint by 
presidents from private doctoral institutions was 
"Inadequate Funding" (55%). Thirty-three percent of the 
presidents named "Federal Regulations and Control", while
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22 percent mentioned "Participation by the Courts in 
Academic Decision Making"; "Lack of Formal Training for 
the Position of the President"; and "Role Overload".
Presidents from public research institutions 
nominated "Role Overload" most often (55%), followed by 
"Inadequate Funding" (44%), then "Opposition from a 
Member or Members of the Board of Trustees" (33%) and 
"Lack of Understanding by the Academic Community of the 
Demands Involved in the Exercise of Presidential 
Leadership" (33%).
"Inadequate Funding" was mentioned by 100 percent of 
the presidents representing private research insti­
tutions, and 33 percent named the following constraints: 
"Participation by the Courts in Academic Decision 
Making"; "Federal Regulations and Control"; "Fundraising 
Responsibilities"; "Time Spent on Administrative 
Matters"; "Role Overload"; and "Conflicting/Unrealistic 
Role Expectations". None of other constraints were 
nominated.
One hundred percent of the public liberal arts 
presidents chose "Inadequate Funding". Forty percent 
selected "Lack of Understanding by the Academic Community 
of the Demands Involved in the Exercise of Presidential 
Leadership". Twenty percent nominated "Participation by
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the Courts in Academic Decision Making"; "Participation 
by Governing Boards in Daily Decision Making"; "Lack of 
Formal Training for the Position of President"; 
"Influence of Faculty Over Appointments and Promotions"; 
"State Regulations and Control"; "Conflict Between 
Faculty and Administration"; "Sense of Being Under 
Constant Review"; and "Time Spent on Internal Matters".
Presidents of private liberal arts institutions 
selected "Inadequate Funding" most frequently (63%), 
followed by "Fundraising Responsibilities" (27%) and 
"Role Overload" (21%).
"Inadequate Funding" (48%) was the most frequently 
nominated constraint by presidents of public compre­
hensive institutions. "State Regulations and Control" 
and "Federal Regulations and Control" were nominated by 
thirty-nine percent and twenty percent of these 
presidents respectively.
Presidents from private comprehensive institutions 
chose "Inadequate Funding" (67%); "Lack of Understanding 
by the Academic Community of the Demands Involved in the 
Exercise of Presidential Leadership" (26%); and "Fund­
raising Responsibilities" (21%).
Discussion. When the responses regarding the three most 
important constraints were compared on the basis of both
142
institutional type and institutional control, public 
research presidents were revealed as the only subgroup to 
nominate another constraint more often than "Inadequate 
Funding". Fifty-five percent of public research 
presidents chose "Role Overload" as one of the three most 
important constraints, while 44 percent selected 
"Inadequate Funding".
In comparison, the data revealed that "Inadequate 
Funding" was nominated as one of the three most important 
constraints by 100 percent of the private research 
presidents. This information serves to clarify an 
earlier finding which demonstrated that research 
presidents as a group nominated "Inadequate Funding" less 
frequently than any other group. Now it can be seen that 
private research presidents versus public research 
presidents appear to be ascribe a higher level of 
importance to this constraint. This finding supports 
previous suggestions that sources of public and private 
institutional funding are different, with private 
institutions being more dependent on fundraising efforts 
and public institutions relying more on governmental 
funding. Indeed, the fact that "Fundraising 
Responsibilities" was once again mentioned more often as 
one of the three most important constraints by presidents
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of privately controlled institutions lends even greater 
credence to this finding.
More surprising, perhaps, is the fact that 22 
percent of the public doctoral presidents also named 
"Fundraising Responsibilities" as one of the three most 
important constraints. Of course, according to Flawn 
(1990), "In a large, public university the president will 
have to devote more time to management of the insti­
tution, but fundraising is nevertheless an important part 
of his or her responsibility" (p. 174).
It is also interesting to note that when the 
presidents were studied as a group, "Lack of Formal 
Training for the Position of President" was the third 
lowest in terms of overall importance ranking. However, 
when the presidents were grouped according to insti­
tutional type and institutional control, this constraint 
was ranked as one of the three most important by 22 
percent of the presidents from private doctoral 
institutions and by 20 percent of the presidents from 
public liberal arts public institutions. Similarly, 
"Participation by the Courts in Academic Decision 
Making", which received a relatively low overall 
importance ranking from the group as a whole, was 
nominated as one of the three most important constraints
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by private doctoral presidents (22%), private research 
presidents (33%), and public liberal arts presidents 
(20%). These results suggest that a clearer picture of 
variations among and between the presidents may emerge 
when their responses are analyzed based on both insti­
tutional type and institutional control.
Level of Job Satisfaction
Introduction. This section addresses the following 
research question:
How frequently do the presidents surveyed 
find their work to be highly satisfying or 
extremely rewarding?
In order to answer this question, the presidents 
were asked to indicate how frequently they found their 
work to be highly satisfying or extremely rewarding by 
choosing one of five alternatives: Never; Seldom; 
Occasionally; Frequently; or Very Often.
The following sections present the results of this 
analysis for the total sample; the results for the 
presidents' grouped according to institutional type; the 
results for the presidents grouped according to 
institutional control; and the results for the presidents
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grouped according to both institutional type and 
institutional control.
Results for the total sample. Fifty per cent of the 
presidents who responded to this question chose the most 
favorable alternative, "Very Often". None of the 
presidents chose the least favorable option, "Never".
The other responses were distributed among the remaining 
alternatives: "Frequently" (40%); "Occasionally" (9%); 
and "Seldom" (1%).
Discussion. These responses are very similar to the 
responses given by the presidents who participated in 
Hemphill and Walberg's 1966 study. In this study, 54 
percent of the presidents chose the alternative "Very 
Often"; 33 percent chose "Frequently"; 12 percent chose 
"Occasionally"; and 1 percent chose "Seldom".
There is a marked contrast, however, between the 
results of the current study and the finding of the 
Commission on Strengthening Presidential Leadership 
(1984) that about one-fourth of the presidents 
interviewed were "dissatisfied— some even in despair"
(p. xvii).
There also appears to be somewhat of a contradiction 
between the fact that the presidents in general indicate 
such a high level of job satisfaction and the fact that
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they perceive so many factors to be important constraints 
on their leadership effectiveness. However, it may be 
that the statement made by Warner in the foreward to 
Ferrari1s (1978) study of college and university 
presidents holds true in the current study:
While all appear constantly aware of the 
limitations of their positions and many speak 
of drawbacks, none feels his job is too 
difficult and all feel that there are many 
real satisfactions from being where they are 
(p. xvii).
Additionally, Kerr and Gade (1986) note that college 
and university presidents are inclined to take an 
optimistic view of their situation and tend to be "I'm 
OK" types (p. 42).
Results by Institutional Type. The most favorable 
alternative, "Very Often" was chosen by 72 percent of the 
presidents of doctoral institutions. The remainder of 
the presidents from doctoral institutions selected the 
alternatives "Frequently" (22%), and "Seldom" (6%).
Fifty percent of the presidents in the research 
institutions selected the most favorable alternative, 
"Very Often"; the others chose "Frequently" (36%) and 
"Occasionally" (14%).
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Forty percent of liberal arts presidents chose the 
most favorable alternative "Very Often"; 51 percent chose 
"Frequently"; eight percent chose "Occasionally"; and one 
percent chose "Seldom".
The most favorable alternative, "Very Often" was 
chosen by 55 percent of the presidents who headed 
comprehensive institutions. The alternative "Frequently" 
was named by 34 percent of the presidents, and the 
remainder (11%) favored the alternative "Occasionally". 
Discussion. When the categories "Very Often" and 
"Frequently" are collapsed, doctoral presidents (94%), 
research presidents (86%), liberal arts presidents (91%), 
and comprehensive presidents (89%), report a high level 
of job satisfaction. Consequently, when the categories 
"Occasionally" and "Seldom" are collapsed, 6 percent of 
doctoral presidents, 14 percent of research presidents, 9 
percent of liberal arts presidents, and 11 percent of 
comprehensive presidents, report a low level of job 
satisfaction.
These results support the current findings regarding 
the level of job satisfaction for the sample as a whole. 
Results by Institutional Control. The most favorable 
alternative, "Very Often" was chosen by 62 percent of the 
presidents from public institutions. The remainder
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selected the alternatives "Frequently" (25%), 
"Occasionally" (12%), and "Seldom" (1%).
Forty-four percent of the presidents from private 
institutions chose the alternative "Very Often", and the 
remainder of the responses were distributed as follows: 
"Frequently" (48%); Occasionally" (7%); and "Seldom"
(1%) .
Discussion. When the categories "Very Often" and 
"Frequently" are collapsed, 87 percent of the presidents 
from private institutions and 92 percent of the 
presidents from public institutions report a high level 
of job satisfaction. Consequently, when the categories 
"Occasionally" and "Seldom" are collapsed, 13 percent of 
the presidents from private institutions and 8 percent of 
the presidents from public institutions report a low 
level of job satisfaction.
Once again, these results are compatible with the 
current findings regarding the level of job satisfaction 
for the sample as a whole.
Results by Institutional Type and Control. Eighty-nine 
percent of the public doctoral presidents chose the 
alternative "Very Often", with the remaining 11 percent 
choosing "Frequently". The majority of the presidents 
from private doctoral institutions (56%) selected the
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alternative "Very Often" and 33 percent selected 
"Frequently". Eleven percent selected the alternative 
"Seldom".
The responses of presidents from public research 
institutions were distributed as follows: "Very Often" 
(46%); "Frequently" (36%); and "Occasionally" (18%). 
Sixty-seven percent of private research presidents chose 
"Very Often" and the remaining thirty-three percent chose 
"Frequently".
Forty percent of the public liberal arts presidents, 
selected the alternative "Very Often", while the 
alternatives "Frequently", "Occasionally", and "Seldom", 
were each chosen by twenty percent of the presidents. 
Forty percent of the private liberal arts presidents also 
chose the most favorable alternative "Very Often", but 
the majority (53%) selected "Frequently" and the 
remaining seven percent chose "Occasionally".
Presidents of public comprehensive institutions 
chose the alternatives as follows: "Very Often" (63%);
"Frequently" (25%); and "Occasionally" (12%). Forty- 
seven percent of private comprehensive presidents chose 
"Very Often", while forty-three percent chose 
"Frequently" and seven percent chose "Occasionally".
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Discussion. When the responses of the presidents are 
grouped according to both institutional type and 
institutional control, a clearer picture of the 
differences among and between the presidents' responses 
emerges than when the responses were analyzed based only 
on institutional type or based only on institutional 
control.
When the categories "Very Often" and "Frequently" 
are collapsed, 100 percent of the presidents from public 
doctoral institutions report a high level of job 
satisfaction compared to 89 percent from private 
institutions. Eighty-eight percent of the presidents 
from public research institutions and 100 percent of the 
presidents from private research institutions report a 
high level of job satisfaction. Sixty percent of the 
presidents from public liberal arts institutions and 93 
percent of the presidents from private liberal arts 
institutions report a high level of job satisfaction. 
Eighty-eight percent of the presidents from public 
comprehensive institutions and 90 percent of the 
presidents from private comprehensive institutions report 
a high level of job satisfaction.
Overall, these results support finding of the 
Commission on Strengthening Presidential Leadership
(1984) that "Generally, but by no means universally, 
presidents consider themselves to be in better situations 
in private (rather than public)... institutions"
(p. xviii). However, the disparity between public and 
private liberal arts institutions seems to be larger than 
average, with only 60 percent of the presidents from 
public institutions reporting a high level of job 
satisfaction compared to 93 percent of the presidents 
from private liberal arts institutions. One tentative 
explanation could be that these presidents head less 
selective institutions because, as the Commission on 
Strengthening Presidential Leadership (1984) also noted, 
presidents consider themselves to be in better situations 
in academically elite (rather than non-elite) 
institutions.
Other Constraints and Comments
Introduction. Because of the recognition that the 
suggested list of constraints was not all-inclusive, an 
item on the questionnaire asked the presidents to 
indicate any factors, other than the thirty listed, which 
they perceived to be constraints on effective presi­
dential leadership and/or to comment on any of the given 
factors. The responses to this item are highlighted in 
the following section.
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Accrediting agencies. Three presidents mentioned accred­
iting agencies as a constraint on effective presidential 
leadership. With respect to regional accrediting 
agencies which use peer group review, one of the 
presidents from a private doctoral institution noted that 
"If you are innovative, you are always on the defensive".
Concern regarding pressures on their institutions 
exerted by accrediting agencies was expressed by 63 
percent of the presidents of four-year colleges and 
universities in the Hemphill and Walberg study (1966), 
and Mortimer and McConnell (1978) suggest that external 
decision makers, such as accrediting agencies, tend to 
circumscribe a president's freedom.
The second president, from a private liberal arts 
institution, indicated that in addition to regional 
accrediting agencies, specialized accrediting agencies 
were perceived to be a constraint. In this regard, The 
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 
(1982), in their study of higher education governance, 
noted that "specialized accreditation, when linked to 
certification by the state, has, to some considerable 
degree, weakened the authority of the campus" (p. 32).
The third president, also from a private liberal 
arts institution noted that he/she would place
153
accrediting agencies' regulation and control among the 
three most important constraints.
Competition for students. For two presidents, both from 
private liberal arts institutions, competition for 
students is perceived to be an important constraint. One 
noted that this was "a competition in which the public 
sector has substantial advantages because of subsidies". 
The other pointed out that "Expanding the income base 
means attracting students in a market driven by 
advertising and name recognition, neither of which is 
possible on tight budgets".
In 1980, the competitive market for students was 
mentioned in the final report of the Carnegie Council on 
Policy Studies in Higher Education, Three Thousand 
Futures, as one of the external threats to the internal 
life of the campus. At that time, the report stated that 
the less-selective liberal arts colleges might have to 
undertake adaptations in response to the student market 
that might weaken their "sense of community" (p.115).
The report also noted that students are increasingly 
choosing to attend larger institutions, mostly public, 
where tuition is substantially below levels in private 
institutions.
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Demands of a religious vocation or ministry. Another 
constraint was described by a president of a private 
comprehensive institution as follows:
"A president who happens to be a priest or a 
member of a religious community which sponsors 
the college or university is also constrained 
by the demands of his/her religious vocation 
or ministry and the expectations of his/her 
religious community. The church at large as 
well as local communities also seems to require 
much more of such presidents".
The literature on higher education is largely silent 
with respect to differences between the experiences of 
sectarian and non-sectarian presidents. Intuitively, 
however, it is conceivable that the demands of a 
religious vocation or ministry could be an additional 
constraint on the effective leadership of sectarian 
presidents. At the very least, leadership action may be 
complicated or diluted by added layers of governance and 
oversight.
Spousal Involvement. Referring to the high expectations 
of the academic community for spousal involvement, a 
president from a public comprehensive institution stated 
that this "could lead to family conflict when the spouse 
has his/her own career". Another president, also from a 
public comprehensive institution, noted the omission of 
any reference to the presidential spouse, but stressed
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that in his case this was "...hardly a constraint, much 
to the contrary". He explained that "My spouse assists 
me in overcoming many of the constraints imposed upon me 
as a president".
Concern regarding spousal involvement has been 
expressed in higher education literature. The Commission 
on Strengthening Presidential Leadership (1984), for 
example, asserts that "The attitude of the spouse always 
has an impact on the president and on the effectiveness 
of the presidency" (p. 35), and points out that "Often 
boards still take spouses for granted in an age when this 
simply should not be allowed to happen" (p. 34). Kerr 
and Gade (1986) echo this concern, noting that "The role 
of president's spouse is full of tensions" and that 
"Board members and people in the local community often 
expect more than the modern spouse is willing to give"
(p. 114).
Board of trustees. The president of a private 
comprehensive institution suggested that "Trustees too 
often cross over the divide between policy and management 
in concern for the university's long-term viability, 
which is quite understandable but does occasionally 
create internal problems and resentment". Board 
"intrusiveness" was also mentioned by a president from a
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public comprehensive institution.
The president of a public comprehensive institution 
noted as a constraint the fact that he had inherited "a 
whole list of problems about which the Board of Directors 
seemed to be aware, but did not share with me when 
offering the position".
Many of the presidents interviewed by the Commission 
on Strengthening Presidential Leadership (1984) reported 
that they had run into difficulties when the board of 
trustees intruded too far into management, and McLaughlin 
and Riesman point out that "Hardly anyone who comes to 
the presidency, whether from outside or inside the 
institution, is exempt from surprises" (p. 301).
Lack of understanding and recognition. A president of a 
private liberal arts institution pointed to the "lack of 
understanding of volunteers and others, including some 
members of the board of trustees, regarding the functions 
of a college and its leadership, i.e. the president", 
while the president of a public research institution 
referred to "a general lack of public recognition of the 
importance and difficulties of the job".
According to McLaughlin and Riesman (1990), a lack 
of understanding regarding the presidency is not just 
limited to external constituencies. After conducting a
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ten-year study of presidential searches, they note that 
"We have been struck by the number of internal candidates 
who have told us that they never fully appreciated how 
their college or university looked from the vantage point 
of the presidency until they themselves occupied that 
seat" (p. 301).
Faculty. References to faculty were made by several 
presidents. A president of a private liberal arts 
institution mentioned the difficulty in developing 
meaningful personal relationships with faculty because of 
the status of the president and the authority ascribed to 
the office.
This president also made reference to the "lack of 
appreciation or visible support from faculty because of 
accumulated grievances and disagreements". "Lack of 
faculty appreciation, even for success" was also 
mentioned by a president from a private research insti­
tution. A president from a private comprehensive 
institution commented that "Faculty resistance to efforts 
to improve quality is my biggest constraint".
A president of a public comprehensive institution 
declared that "The necessity of building coalitions and 
fostering 'ownership' to advance the faculty toward the 
accomplishment of the institution's mission slows things
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considerably". He/she also stated that "Faculty, like 
many others, are reluctant to change— to try anything 
new. They are very conservative as a group and are 
generally wedded to the past".
Another president, again from a public comprehensive 
institution, agreed that faculty inertia was an important 
constraint while a third president from a public compre­
hensive institution declared that "The most important 
constraint results from demands of faculty that conflict 
with those of external constituencies".
From a president of a private liberal arts
institution came the suggestion that:
A president has to work very hard to form 
partnerships with all the faculty and 
staff if institutional goals are to be 
accomplished. Picking the appropriate 
issues to fight for becomes a major 
challenge.
The president of another private liberal arts
institution disclosed:
A most difficult job is getting colleagues, 
even division heads, to understand the 
importance of putting the good of the college 
above the good of individual divisions and 
units. While trying to raise money, recruit 
students, keep the budget balanced, etc., one 
is often delayed by having to settle squabbles 
between good and well-meaning division heads 
over jurisdiction, funding, or something else. 
Such refereeing is time-consuming and tiring.
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One president, also from a private liberal arts 
institution, referred to "a pervasive lack of under­
standing that to demand or expect leadership is to expect 
or assume followership". Noting that "The contemporary 
academic community does not understand the need for 
followership", he pointed out that:
In my four decades in the profession, the 
sense of faculty identity has moved away 
from the institution to the discipline. Thus 
people prefer to say 'I am a chemist or I am 
an historian1, and do not wish to say 'I am a 
professor at Sinash'. One cannot lead a set 
of separate persons".
In a similar vein, the president of a public liberal
arts institution, while declaring his belief in strong
faculty governance, nevertheless stated that:
The climate in higher education has led to 
faculty power exercised mainly toward self- 
interest. This is not so much employment 
related as it is related to academic terri­
tories— which may come down to the same thing. 
Academic 'turfdom' frustrates the responses to 
change required by external constituencies and 
by any intelligent reading of the environmental 
circumstances— including shortage of resources.
The president of a public comprehensive institution 
referred to "the gulf between administration and faculty" 
pointing out that this gulf "is constant and a challenge 
to reduce".
While some of these comments support the responses 
of the current survey, some reveal concerns regarding the
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impact of other faculty issues on the effectiveness of
presidents of colleges and universities. These concerns,
in contrast to the responses regarding the importance of
the faculty constraints listed on the questionnaire,
would appear to lend more support to Astin and Scherrei1s
(1980) finding that "when presidents think of faculty as
participants in the operation of the institution, they
almost always see them in a negative light" (p. 24).
Fundi ng. Most of the sample presidents are obviously
deeply concerned about what a president from a public
doctoral institution referred to as the "funding
atmosphere". As a group, almost 99 percent of the
presidents perceived inadequate funding to be an
important or very important constraint on effective
presidential leadership, and many of their comments such
as the following, offered by the president of a private
liberal arts institution, reflect this perception:
I suspect that many presidents hope to make 
a difference in higher education that extends 
beyond their own institutions. Given the 
multiple demands on campus— with trustees, 
with alumni, and in the area of fundraising, 
it is a difficult goal to accomplish. If I 
had to list the most important constraints 
in being an effective president in the 1990's,
I would put financial at the top of the list. 
After that, I would put overly cautious 
trustees in this era of fiscal peril, and
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faculty who are reluctant to get behind curri­
cular changes that are appropriate as we head 
toward the 21st century.
Another president, also from a private liberal arts 
institution, indicated his belief that "Lack of funding 
stifles creativity of the faculty, staff, and admini­
stration. It also results in very little administrative 
support for the president".
A president of a public comprehensive institution 
perceived the large amount of time spent on fundraising, 
or working with legislators who provide funding for the 
campus, to be an important constraint. Another presi­
dent, who also heads a public comprehensive institution 
declared that "The biggest constraint on effective 
presidential leadership is the result of under-funding".
From the president of a private liberal arts
institution came the statement:
The three most important constraints are 
interrelated. Lack of other funds force 
us to rely on state and federal financial 
aid which in turn buries us in red tape and 
consumes time— time that ought to be spent 
in fundraising and other activities.
A president from a private doctoral institution 
spoke of the lack of support of education by federal and 
state governments as a constraint; a president from a 
public research institution pointed to "legislative 
undercutting of confidence in higher education in order
to rationalize inadequate budgets for higher education"; 
and increasing governmental mandates while government aid 
is dropping was perceived to be a "severe constraint" by 
the president of a public comprehensive institution.
Time. Time, of course, was a frequently mentioned 
constraint. "Time on the road to the airport, donors,
offices whatever" (president of a public comprehensive
institution). "Time and schedule conflicts and 
commitments; there is little time to call your own with 
activities and events on many nights and weekends. Every 
event or activity wants to have the president in 
attendance" (president of a private comprehensive 
institution). "Overall time commitment necessary to do 
the job. So many demands— seven days a week commitment" 
(president of a private liberal arts institution). "Too 
little time to do all that needs to be done well" 
(president of a private comprehensive institution). 
"Pressure to spend time with family" (president of a 
public comprehensive institution). "There simply isn't 
enough time" (president of a private comprehensive 
institution).
The comments of two presidents from public 
comprehensive institutions also illustrate this concern 
about time constraints. As one noted:
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Most of my time is spent on administrative 
matters, signing hundreds of papers most weeks 
and performing other routine functions required 
by law or regulation. Practically every report 
says the president must be visible on this or 
that. A recent report said that the president 
must spend more time off-campus cultivating 
prospective donors. Each constituency wants 
more time— from a workload that is already 
full.
The other president declared that:
These are tough times for higher education, 
for our students who are often unprepared, 
for our faculty who are frustrated with not 
being able to accomplish as much as they 
think they could with better students and 
more resources, and for our trustees who are 
impatient with our slow pace of change. The 
president hears a dozen times a day that there 
are problems which need to be solved— big ones, 
small ones, societal ones, academic ones—  
some of which are incredibly complex. By 
days end, one sometimes feels as if one has a 
hundred years' agenda and only eight hours to 
accomplish it before the next day produces a 
new one.
From a another president of a private comprehensive
institution came the statement:
The tension between external and internal 
time demands is constant and often conflictual. 
Both could easily absorb nearly one's full-time 
involvement, yet neither can be ignored or mini- 
malized. The pressing demand to be involved in 
day-to-day administrative matters leaves little 
time or energy for doing the really important 
tasks of planning and evaluating, and also 
promoting unity and enthusiasm based on the 
institution's mission and its meaningfulness.
These comments seem to support the contention of 
Austin and Gamson (1983), that limited time is one of the 
less desirable extrinsic aspects of a president's job, 
and lend further credence to the comments of others 
(Benezet et al., 1981; Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential Leadership, 1984; Hemphill and Walberg 1966; 
Kerr and Gade, 1986), that the job of the president 
demands an enormous expenditure of time.
Associates. "The inevitable timidity of some associates, 
especially the 'lifers'" was felt to be a constraint by 
the president of a public comprehensive institution; the 
president of a private liberal arts institution spoke 
specifically of poorly chosen or incompetent vice 
presidents as a "serious constraint" on presidential 
effectiveness; and the president of a private compre­
hensive institution mentioned the fact that on becoming 
president "none of the upper level administrators offered 
their resignations so that I could be free to create a 
new team".
With respect to the latter concern, the Commission 
on Strengthening Presidential Leadership (1984), noting 
that they had found many situations where the new 
president could not make all the changes that he or she 
might wish to make, specifically recommended that the
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presidents not be required to retain officers with whom 
they could not work effectively.
Discussion. Several of the presidents who participated 
in the study indicated that they perceived the following 
factors, not listed on the questionnaire, to be 
constraints on effective presidential leadership: 
accrediting agencies; competition for students; demands 
of a religious vocation or ministry; spousal involvement; 
timidity of some associates; poorly chosen or incompetent 
vice presidents; and personal versus organizational or 
external constraints. In particular, the comments 
regarding faculty revealed presidential concerns 
regarding such issues as faculty resistance to change, 
faculty self-interest, and demands of faculty that 
conflict with those of external constituencies.
Others also chose to comment on the given 
constraints, and their comments serve to reinforce many 
of the responses to the questionnaire particularly with 
regard to inadequate funding; time pressures; lack of 
understanding; and intrusiveness on the part of the board 
of trustees.
Some presidents spoke of personal rather than 
organizational or external constraints:
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The greatest constraint is myself; that is, 
how I define the position and carry it out. 
(Public liberal arts president)
The greatest constraint has to do with 
personal style and manner, not influences 
external to the individual. The success­
ful president is a successful politician 
in the best sense of that term.
(Private research president)
So much is self-perception. Almost every 
moment we can turn a potential constraint 
into a leadership opportunity. I do not 
feel very constrained. I might if we had 
a union, and we do struggle with some goal 
ambiguity and unrealistic expectations at 
times.
(Private liberal arts president)
A few of the sample presidents appeared to be
basically unconcerned about constraints on their
effectiveness as leaders:
Because we are a Christian college, we have 
an excellent working relationship between 
faculty, administration, president, and 
trustees. We have had considerable growth 
in enrollment, budget, and faculty salaries 
during the past six years. Therefore, 
relationships are positive and other than 
heavy fundraising demands, I'm able to lead 
quite effectively.
(Private liberal arts president)
I do not feel particularly bothered by 
constraints. Sometimes the assumption that 
all parties must voice a position on all 
matters becomes cumbersome. This makes 
movement very slow.
(Public comprehensive president)
The college I represent is very unusual in 
its approach to many of the factors you
167
listed. We have no unions or tenured 
faculty. The administration works closely 
and collaboratively with faculty. The 
trustees understand that their role is to 
set policy and don't micro manage me or the 
cabinet. I don't see any of your factors 
as a major constraint to effective leader­
ship. I recognize the direction and goals 
that need to be pursued and articulate the 
global objectives clearly and, most importantly, 
never lose sight of them.
(Private liberal arts president)
My perception is not primarily one of 
constraints but rather of opportunities 
(Public comprehensive president)
However, the majority of the presidents' comments
did reveal concern about constraints on their leadership
effectiveness, perhaps none more so than the public
liberal arts president who, in a few short sentences,
seems to have summarized the perceptions of many of the
sample presidents regarding the major constraints faced
by contemporary college and university presidents:
The job has changed radically and mostly 
for the worse since I began it eleven years 
ago. The workload is overwhelming, the 
constant budgetary stress is destructive to 
the whole enterprise, and there is almost no 
time or occasion to be an educator which is 
how I began. Raising money is perhaps the 
most fun of anything I do, and that's not 
easy.
Chapter 5 presents the summary, conclusions,
implications, and recommendations for future research.
Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
I would not have missed being a college 
president. I'd never try it again. I 
look back on it all and say I would not 
have missed it, but sometimes I wonder if 
it was worth all the buffeting, the end­
less hours, the fatigue, the days and 
nights away from the family, the cheap 
shots.
Retired president of a small college
Carbone, 1981
Summary
The purpose of this study was to shed light on the 
subject of leadership in higher education by 
investigating the perceptions of presidents of selected 
four-year colleges and universities regarding the 
importance of contemporary constraints on their 
effectiveness as leaders. In this respect, the study 
sought to determine what degree of importance the 
selected presidents attached to thirty constraints 
suggested by a review of the literature on leadership in
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higher education. The study also sought to determine if 
differences existed in the presidents' perceptions of the 
importance of these constraints based on personal and 
professional characteristics of the presidents or based 
on the characteristics of the institutions which they 
lead. In addition, the study attempted to determine what 
factors were perceived by the presidents as being the 
three most important constraints on leadership 
effectiveness, and what level of satisfaction the 
presidents derived from their work.
Data utilized in the study were collected through 
the use of a mail questionnaire sent to 400 presidents of 
four-year colleges and universities. These presidents 
were selected by means of stratified random sampling, 
based on institutional type and control. The 
questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first 
section included items dealing with the personal and 
professional background of the presidents. The second 
section dealt with the presidents' perception of the 
importance of each of thirty factors as a constraint 
which prevents or inhibits a college or university 
president from being as effective a leader as he or she 
would like to be. Returns were received from 232 
presidents.
170
In the first part of the study, the responses of the 
entire sample of presidents were analyzed to determine 
the relative importance of each of the constraints. In 
the second part of the study, analysis of the responses 
was carried out by grouping the presidents according to 
institutional type; institutional control; size of 
institution; presidents' age; presidents' gender; and 
length of presidential tenure. The third part of the 
study analyzed the responses regarding the presidents' 
perception of the three most important constraints. The 
responses of the presidents relating to their level of 
job satisfaction were analyzed in the fourth part of the 
study.
Conclusions
Several conclusions may be drawn from an analysis of 
the data collected in this study:
1. The overall results of this research lead to the
general conclusion that the time of the traditional 
autocratic president who, according to Kerr and Gade 
(1986), "can make decisions, subject to a few checks 
and balances, and can expect to have them carried 
out" (p. 125) is over. As Birnbaum (1992) suggests, 
"the plaintive query, Where have all the great 
leaders of the past gone? has an elementary answer.
They are dead, along with the simpler times in which 
formal leaders could wield unbridled power to get 
what they wanted" (p. xii).
The data support the theoretical assumption that 
effective presidential leadership in colleges or 
universities is constrained by situational 
factors. Not only did the sample presidents 
perceive a degree of importance with respect to 
all of the thirty suggested constraints, several 
volunteered additional factors which they perceived 
to be constraints on their leadership effectiveness. 
These findings indicate that presidential leadership 
effectiveness must be considered in context. As 
Kerr and Gade note, "Few presidents can rise 
totally above the context that surrounds them"
(p. 170). The concept of situational leadership is, 
therefore, of value in analyzing, describing, and 
evaluating, effective presidential leadership in 
colleges and universities.
Presidents believe that contemporary constraints 
prevent or inhibit them from being as effective as 
they would wish to be, lending credence to the 
claims of many commentators on the presidency that 
the college and university presidency has been
weakened by such constraints. (Commission on 
Strengthening Presidential Leadership, 1984; Fisher, 
1984; Kauffman, 1980; Kerr and Gade, 1986).
The current fiscal environment does not appear to be 
conducive to effective presidential leadership. As 
a group, the majority of the presidents perceived 
"Inadequate Funding" to be a highly important 
constraint and cited it most frequently as one of 
the three most important constraints when grouped 
according to institutional type. When the 
presidents were grouped by institutional control, 
"Inadequate Funding" was once again nominated most 
frequently as one of the three most important 
constraints. When the presidents were grouped 
according to both institutional type and 
institutional control, only one subgroup out of 
eight, presidents of public research institutions, 
did not name it as the most important constraint. 
Clearly, more presidents are concerned about 
"Inadequate Funding" than any of the other 
suggested constraints.
Many external constraints appear to affect 
leadership effectiveness in higher education 
institutions. "Federal Regulations and Control",
"Conflicting Demands of External Constituencies", 
"Time Spend on External Public Relations", and 
"State Regulations and Control" all ranked high in 
terms of perceived importance for the total sample. 
As Fisher and Tack (1988) suggest, only those who 
have the physical stamina to work nearly 24 hours a 
day should consider the presidency. Time 
constraints ranked high in terms of overall 
perceived importance, and this finding was 
reinforced by the voluntary comments which suggest 
that the demands on a president's time are extremely 
heavy. Additionally, higher education writers have 
consistently documented the never-ending demands on 
the president's time as a major constraint (Benezet 
et al., 1978; Cowley, 1980; Fisher, Tack, and 
Wheeler, 1988; Flawn, 1990).
Presidents seem to be particularly constrained by a 
lack of understanding of the demands of their 
position. "Lack of Understanding by the Academic 
Community of the Demands Involved in the Exercise of 
Presidential Leadership" ranked high in terms of 
overall perceived importance and, in terms of being 
one of the three most important constraints, it 
was the second most frequently nominated factor.
Additionally, the plea for understanding of the 
presidential position is a most familiar one in 
higher education literature (Atwell and Green, 1981; 
Benezet et al., 1981; Baldridge et al., 1978; 
Kauffman, 1980). Indeed, it has been suggested 
that the complaint of presidents is not with the 
difficulties of the position but with the fact that 
these difficulties are not understood (Trachtenberg, 
1981).
Higher education literature is replete with examples 
of the unrealistic set of expectations held by many 
concerning the presidential role, but Clark Kerr's 
(1963) long, tongue-in-cheek, list of expectations 
is perhaps the best known and most remembered. At 
the end of this unrealistic list, Kerr notes that 
"No one can be all of these things. Some succeed 
at being none" (p. 30). The data in this study 
lend support to the concerns regarding the multiple 
expectations of the president's role. "Role 
Overload" ranked high in terms of overall perceived 
importance and it ranked third in terms of 
nominations as one of the three most important 
constraints.
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9. The current data are also in agreement with the 
literature which suggests that presidents face very 
similar problems regardless of institutional 
diversity (Benezet et al., (1981); Commission on 
Strengthening Presidential Leadership, 1984;
Hemphill and Walberg, 1966). Notwithstanding the 
differences among the colleges and universities 
which the sample presidents lead, in terms of 
institutional type, institutional control, and 
institutional size, there is a remarkable degree of 
agreement among the presidents regarding the 
perceived importance of the thirty suggested 
constraints. When the presidents' responses were 
analyzed according to institutional type, only four 
statistically significant differences emerged.
Only three statistically significant differences 
were revealed when the responses were analyzed 
based on institutional control, and when the 
responses were analyzed according to institutional 
size, only two statistically significant differences 
were found to exist.
10. Public sector presidents seem to be more constrained 
than presidents from the private sector by "State 
Regulations and Control", "Faculty Unionization",
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and "Sense of Being Under Constant Review". This 
study revealed that these constraints are 
perceived to be significantly more important by 
public sector presidents than by private sector 
presidents. In addition, higher education 
literature supports the finding that state 
regulation and scrutiny are more intense in the 
public sector (Austin and Gamson, 1983; Birnbaum, 
1988; Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 
Teaching, 1982; Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential Leadership, 1984) as well as the 
fact that faculty unionization is more prevalent 
on public campuses (Kauffman, 1980; Baldridge et 
al., 1978).
11. Differences appear to exist between presidents, 
based on the size of the institution which they 
lead, regarding the perceived importance of 
"Professional Isolation" and "Fundraising 
Responsibilities" as constraints on presidential 
effectiveness. As the current data reveal, there is 
a statistically significant difference between the 
responses of presidents from the smallest 
institutions and presidents of the largest
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institutions, with the former ascribing a higher 
importance to both of these constraints.
12. Presidential gender does not seem to significantly 
affect the sample presidents' perception of the 
importance of the suggested constraints. When the 
presidents responses were analyzed according to 
gender, no statistically significant differences 
were demonstrated.
13. Length of tenure seems to play a significant role in 
the presidents' perception of the importance of 
"Lack of Time to Play an Informed Effective Role in 
Educational Policy" as a constraint on their 
leadership effectiveness. When the current data 
were analyzed, a statistically significant 
difference was demonstrated between the responses of 
presidents who reported less than five year's tenure 
and the presidents who reported more than ten years' 
tenure. Presidents with longer tenure consider 
their lack of involvement in educational policy to 
be more important than do the presidents who are 
relatively new to the position.
14. Age appears to be an important variable with respect 
to the presidents' perception of the importance of 
Participation by the Courts in Academic Decision
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Making", "Lack of Formal Training for the Position 
of President", "Federal Regulations and Control", 
and "State Regulations and Control". As the 
analysis of the presidents' responses demonstrates, 
the older presidents consider these constraints to 
be significantly more important than do the younger 
presidents.
15. Despite the constraints on presidential effective­
ness, the presidency is a source of great 
professional satisfaction to the majority of 
the sample presidents. Although, as McLaughlin and 
Riesman (1990) point out, "Clearly, a president's 
life is difficult even under the best of 
circumstances" (p. 23), according to level of job 
satisfaction documented by the current research, it 
does not appear to be an impossible life for 
majority of the presidents who participated in the 
study. Approximately 90 percent of the presidents 
surveyed reported that they found their work to be 
highly satisfying or estremely rewarding "Very 
Often" or "Frequently". Consequently, it may be 
concluded that many college and university 
presidents may indeed experience the presidency as a 
conflicting mixture of pain and pleasure— the
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"splendid agony"— described by Carbone (1981) in his 
study of former presidents.
Theoretical Implications
Theories regarding the influence of situational 
variables on leadership effectiveness formed the basis of 
this research, but these theories evolved from studies of 
business organizations for the most part, rather than 
from studies of higher education institutions. Because 
major differences are thought to exist between academic 
institutions and other kinds of organizations, some 
doubts exist as to whether or not these leadership 
theories can apply to educational institutions.
(Baldridge et al., 1978). Despite these doubts, as 
Pullias and Wilbur (1984) note, "There is a growing body 
of research and theory which undertakes to apply the 
general principles of administration to the special 
conditions of colleges and universities..." (p. 3). This 
study has attempted to add to such a body of research by 
contributing a general situational leadership perspective 
to the study of effective presidential leadership in 
higher education because, as Bass suggests, "An adequate 
analysis of leadership involves a study not only of 
leaders, but of the situation" (p.40).
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The findings of this study seem to support the 
theoretical assumption that situational variables do 
indeed influence presidential leadership effectiveness in 
colleges and universities. It is hoped, therefore, that 
this study, by linking presidential effectiveness to 
situational constraints, will contribute to the 
conceptual framework for leadership research in higher 
education, and that such research may ultimately provide 
for the development of useful theories of leadership that 
can be applied to the unique conditions of colleges and 
universities.
Practical Implications
Writers such as Nason (1979) and Ingram (1980) have 
stressed that the selection of an effective college or 
university president is one of the primary responsi­
bilities of the board of trustees. In this respect, the 
practical knowledge gained by this study may be useful in 
informing boards of trustees of the constrained 
environment within which contemporary presidents now 
attempt to lead.
In turn, this knowledge may allow boards to better 
judge if there is a fit between the requirements of the 
institution and the capabilities of the presidential 
candidates. In their recommendations regarding the
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presidential search, the Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential Leadership (1984) stressed the extreme 
importance of matching the institution and the president, 
pointing out that this requires "a clear perception of 
the needs of the first and the abilities of the second 
and of the fit between them" (p. 22). However, as noted 
by McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) regarding the findings 
of their ten-year study of presidential searches, "It is 
common for searches to get under way without much 
discussion of the institution's situation or the 
qualities needed in a successor" (p. 77).
McLaughlin and Riesman (1990) also note that 
candidates for the presidency never seem to get asked how 
they might protect the institution's future from the 
"pressures and polemics of the present" (p. 317). The 
data in this study may prove useful in generating such 
questions. More specifically, for example, as Benezet et 
al. (1981) point out, the prospect of increased 
government intervention in higher education is seldom 
discussed in search committees; however the results of 
this research suggest that questions regarding government 
intervention may shed light on the prospective 
candidate's ability to lead effectively in an environment 
of increased federal and state regulation and control.
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In addition, those who aspire to the college and 
university presidency need to realistically assess the 
suitability of their own capabilities relative to the 
constraints of the position. However, as Kauffman (1980) 
found, "the perception of the constraints on a 
president's exercise of authority is an unpleasant 
surprise to many new presidents" (p. 50). Similarly, 
Robinson (1988) refers to the "rude awakening" that new 
presidents often experience when they are "thrust into 
the presidency" (p. 72). Thus, the findings in this 
study may help prospective candidates to appreciate the 
limitations as well as the opportunities inherent in the 
college and university presidency.
Moreover, as Birnbaum (1988) suggests, "Recognizing 
the significant limits of presidential leadership may be 
personally and organizationally useful. It may reduce 
somewhat the unrealistic aspirations of presidents and 
their constituents" (p. 26). In like manner, Bass 
(1990), in discussing the need for more knowledge about 
what is and is not under a leader's control, states that 
such knowledge "should reduce subordinates' unrealistic 
expectations about the leaders, as well as the leader's 
own experiences of violated expectations" (p. 909).
183
Further, as Munitz (1980) points out "Since too many 
members of governing boards and of the public at large 
tend to base their evaluation of executive leadership on 
oversimplified perceptions of the presidential role, it 
is essential to provide opportunities for presidents to 
elaborate upon the actual complexity of their positions" 
(p. 383). This study provides such an opportunity. It 
allows the presidents to speak for themselves. It offers 
a view of what Kauffman (1980) refers to as "the 
phenomenology of the presidency"— how the presidency is 
experienced by the men and women who occupy the position 
(p. 3).
The data in this study may also allow boards to 
realize, as stated by the Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential leadership (1984), "that the problem of 
inadequate leadership, where it is thought to exist, may 
be located as much in the nature of the presidency they 
have helped to shape as in the performance of the 
particular president they have chosen" (P. 5). As the 
commission suggests, "Boards should review themselves to 
determine if they are creating an effective environment 
for presidential leadership" (p. 46).
In sum, the practical knowledge gained by this study 
may be useful in developing a greater understanding of
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the nature and complexity of the position of president 
and of the conditions of leadership in today's colleges 
and universities.
Recommendations for Future Research
This study has clarified the perceptions of college 
and university presidents regarding the importance of 
constraints that inhibit or prevent effective 
presidential leadership in colleges and universities. 
However, it also raises questions and issues which may be 
addressed in future research.
For example, because of the study's descriptive and 
exploratory nature, the methodology did not include a 
statistical analysis of the differences in the 
presidents' perceptions based on the combined effect of 
two or more situational variables, such as institutional 
type and institutional control. However, when the three 
most important constraints and the level of presidential 
satisfaction were ranked according to both institutional 
type and control, the results in some cases suggest that 
a clearer picture of variations between and among the 
presidents emerges when the responses are analyzed based 
on both institutional type and institutional control. 
Future studies, therefore, should investigate such 
combined effects, in order to add to the understanding of
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the complexity of effective leadership in higher 
education institutions. As Birnbaum (1989) suggests, "If 
leadership is complex, attempts to study it must be 
equally complex" (p. 105).
Neither did the study include community college 
presidents, whose leadership effectiveness may or may not 
be similarly influenced by the constraints used in the 
current research. Community colleges educate 4.9 
million people a year, 43 percent of the total higher 
education populace (DiCroce, 1989). It is suggested, 
therefore, that a study of the constraints on effective 
presidential leadership in community colleges warrants an 
important place in higher education research.
Also, since the study's population was limited to 
presidents of colleges and universities, it is 
recommended that future studies investigate the 
perceptions of other constituents regarding constraints 
on effective higher education leadership. Leadership of 
higher education institutions is not the sole province of 
presidents (Green, 1988; Birnbaum, 1992). Boards of 
trustees, other administrators, deans, and faculty all 
play important roles in the governance of colleges and 
universities. As Bensimon, Neumann, and Birnbaum (1989) 
point out "To advance the study of leadership in higher
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education, it is essential that we use theories that give 
attention to multiple sources of leadership" (p. 79).
Additionally, it is proposed that future studies of 
effective leadership in colleges and universities take 
into account Bass's (1990) assertion that some variation 
in leadership effectiveness is due to situational factors 
and some due to personal factors. Although there is no 
conclusive research establishing that personal factors 
distinguish effective leaders from non-effective leaders, 
Fisher, Tack, and Wheeler's (1988) findings suggest that 
there are distinctive personal traits which separate 
effective college presidents from their representative 
counterparts. Consequently, exploring the relationship 
between the personal traits of college and university 
presidents and the situational factors which affect 
presidential leadership may make a useful contribution to 
the theory of effective leadership in colleges and 
universities.
A final recommendation, given that these constraints 
exist, is that future studies raise the question of how 
the presidents can adjust their behavior to increase 
their effectiveness in the face of contemporary 
constraints. As Green (1988) recommends, "in the likely 
event that the environment can be changed only minimally,
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another strategy is to focus on the kinds of leadership 
behaviors that will work and the ways they can be 
learned" (p. 40).
In conclusion, based on the many studies which 
support the claim that presidents do make a difference 
(Benezet et al., 1981; Ferrari, 1970; Fisher, Tack, and 
Wheeler, 1988; and the Commission on Strengthening 
Presidential Leadership, 1984), and the knowledge that 
presidents of higher education institutions perceive 
their leadership effectiveness to be inhibited by many 
constraints, further research is needed to provide ways 
of enhancing the leadership effectiveness of college and 
university presidents. In the words of Fisher, Tack, and 
Wheeler (1988), "Studies of presidents in general are 
worthwhile, but the study of effectiveness in the 
presidency, although complex, is warranted, legitimate, 
and exciting" (p. 7).
APPENDICES
APPENDIX A 
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Despite the plethora of research and literature on the 
subject of college and university leadership, few books or 
studies deal in a systematic or comprehensive way with the 
constraints which impact on effective presidential leader­
ship. Although there seems to be substantial recognition 
that such constraints exist, little effort has been made to 
empirically examine the prevailing perceptions of presidents 
of colleges and universities regarding these constraints.
In partial fulfillment of the requirement for an Ed.D degree 
in Higher Education Administration from The College of
William and Mary, I am conducting empirical research to
determine what presidents of four-year colleges and 
universities perceive to be the principal contemporary 
constraints on effective institutional leadership. In this 
respect, I am surveying a stratified sample of 400
presidents throughout the United States.
As a former Assistant to the President of Longwood College,
I am acutely aware of the demands on your time. However, in 
the hope that this study will contribute to a better under­
standing of the contemporary challenges to effective 
presidential leadership, please consider taking the 10 to 15 
minutes required to complete the enclosed questionnaire.
Please return the questionnaire in the enclosed stamped- 
addressed envelope by 1992. A postcard is also
enclosed. Please sign and return this postcard separately 
when the questionnaire has been completed and returned. To 
ensure complete anonymity, the questionnaire has not been 
coded in any way that will allow me to determine the 
respondent by name, but the return of the postcard will 
allow me to determine from whom the completed questionnaires 
have been received.
Thank you for your interest and valued input.
Sincerely,
Sarah C. Kennedy, Ed.S
Associate Professor, Saint Leo College
APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE
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PART I - PROFESSIONAL/PERSONAL DATA
The information in this section of the survey is necessary 
in order that the information in PART II may be properly 
treated statistically. The responses to ALL the items on 
the survey will be used only for the purposes of this study 
and will be reported only in aggregate form. Individual 
responses will not be disclosed. COMPLETE ANONIMITY IS 
ASSURED SINCE THE QUESTIONNAIRES WILL NOT BE CODED IN ANY 
WAY THAT WILL ALLOW THE RESEARCHER TO DETERMINE THE 
RESPONDENT BY NAME.
I. DEGREES EARNED
DOCTORATE: Ph.D ( ) Ed.D ( ) DBA ( ) JD ( )
Not Applicable ( )
Other (Please Specify):
MASTER'S: MA ( ) MBA ( ) MEd ( )
Not Applicable ( )
Other (Please specify): _____
BACCALAUREATE: BS ( ) BA ( )
Not Applicable ( )
Other (Please Specify):
II. CURRENT POSITION
Years in current position:
Type of Institution: Public ( ) Private ( )
Student Population (head count): ______________
III. PREVIOUS POSITION: (before current position)
Title: _____________________________________________
Area: _____________________________________________
Years in position: ________________________________
Type of institution: Public ( ) Private ( )
IV. PERSONAL:
Age: ________  Sex: Male ( )
Female ( )
PART II - PERCEPTIONS OF CONTEMPORARY CONSTRAINTS
I. Please circle the response which most nearly describes 
your perception of the relative importance of each of 
following factors as a constraint which prevents or 
inhibits a college or university president, in an 
institution that is similar to yours, from being as 
effective a leader as he or she would like to be.
VI = VERY IMPORTANT
I = IMPORTANT
SI = SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT
s u = SOMEWHAT UNIMPORTANT
u = UNIMPORTANT
1. PARTICIPATION BY THE COURTS 
ACADEMIC DECISION MAKING: VI I SI su u
2. . PARTICIPATION BY GOVERNING 
BOARDS IN DAILY DECISION 
MAKING: VI I SI su u
3. LACK OF FORMAL TRAINING FOR 
THE POSITION OF PRESIDENT: VI I SI su u
4. INFLUENCE OF FACULTY OVER 
APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS: VI I SI su u
5. INFLUENCE OF FACULTY OVER 
ACADEMIC POLICY: VI I SI su u
6. FEDERAL REGULATIONS AND 
CONTROL: VI I SI su u
7. STATE REGULATIONS AND CONTROL: VI I SI su u
8. INADEQUATE FUNDING: VI I SI su u
9. CONFLICTING DEMANDS OF EXTERNAL 
CONSTITUENCIES: VI I SI su u
10. FACULTY UNIONIZATION: VI I SI su u
11. CONFLICT BETWEEN FACULTY AND 
ADMINISTRATION: VI I SI su u
12. AMBIGUITY OF INSTITUTIONAL 
GOALS: VI I SI su u
13. SENSE OF BEING UNDER CONSTANT 
REVIEW: VI I SI su u
14. PROFESSIONAL ISOLATION: VI I SI su u
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20 .
2 1 .
2 2 .
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30. 
II.
FUNDRAISING RESPONSIBILITIES: VI I SI SU U
TIME SPENT ON ADMINISTRATIVE
MATTERS: VI I SI SU U
TIME SPENT ON INTERNAL
RELATIONS: VI I SI SU U
TIME SPENT ON EXTERNAL
PUBLIC RELATIONS: VI I SI SU U
DEMANDS OF SOCIAL ACTIVITIES: VI I SI SU U
LACK OF TIME FOR SCHOLARLY
WORK: VI I SI SU U
LACK OF TIME TO PLAY AN INFORMED,
EFFECTIVE ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL
POLICY: VI I SI SU U
STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN
GOVERNANCE: VI I SI SU U
LACK OF UNDERSTANDING, BY THE 
ACADEMIC COMMUNITY, OF THE 
DEMANDS INVOLVED IN THE EXERCISE
OF PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP: VI I SI SU U
OPPOSITION FROM A MEMBER OR
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES: VI I SI SU U
ROLE OVERLOAD: VI I SI SU U
CONFLICTING/UNREALISTIC ROLE
EXPECTATIONS: VI I SI SU U
INCONSISTENT OR CONTRADICTORY 
STANDARDS FOR PRESIDENTIAL
ASSESSMENT: VI I SI SU U
FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN
PRESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT: VI I SI SU U
LACK OF A WELL-DEFINED MODEL
OF THE PRESIDENTIAL JOB: VI I SI SU U
LACK OF FACULTY SUPPORT FOR
PRESIDENTIAL INITIATIVES: VI I SI SU U
Please take a few moments to review the above list and 
CIRCLE the numbers of the THREE factors which you 
perceive as being the MOST IMPORTANT constraints on 
presidential effectiveness. Thank you.
III. Please use the space below to indicate any OTHER 
factors which you perceive to be constraints on 
effective presidential leadership AND/OR to comment 
on any of the given factors.
IV. Please indicate how frequently you find your work to be
HIGHLY SATISFYING or EXTREMELY REWARDING, by checking
ONE of the following categories:
Never ( )
Seldom ( )
Occasionally ( )
Frequently ( )
Very Often ( )
V. Please check the appropriate box on the attached
postcard if you would like to have the cumulative 
results of the total research study sent to you.
VI. Please forward the completed survey in the enclosed
stamped-addressed envelope.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP WITH THIS STUDY
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ABSTRACT
IN THE SHADOW OF GIANTS: CONTEMPORARY CONSTRAINTS ON 
EFFECTIVE PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP IN HIGHER EDUCATION
Sarah C. Kennedy, Ed.D.
The College of William and Mary in Virginia, May, 1994 
Chairman: Roger G. Baldwin
This study was designed to investigate the 
importance of contemporary constraints on effective 
presidential leadership in higher education. The study 
was undertaken because this topic was found to be a 
neglected area in higher education literature. The 
intent was to fill a void and add to the present 
knowledge about effective presidential leadership.
The research focused on the perceptions of a 
stratified random sample of 400 college and university 
presidents from publicly and privately controlled 
doctoral, research, liberal arts, and comprehensive 
institutions. A mail-questionnaire requested personal 
and professional information and asked the presidents to 
indicate 1) their perception of the importance of thirty 
suggested constraints 2) the three constraints perceived 
as being the most important and 3) how frequently they 
found their work to be highly satisfying or extremely 
rewarding. A total of 232 (58%) completed questionnaires 
were returned.
Frequency distributions, means, and standard 
deviations were calculated. A one-way analysis of 
variance was used to test the null hypothesis. When 
statistically significant differences were found, Tukey's 
HSD test was used.to determine where the differences were 
significant.
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243
The findings verify that college and university 
presidents perceive their leadership effectiveness to be 
constrained by situational factors. Few statistically 
significant differences were found based on institutional 
type, control, or size; presidents' age; or length of 
presidential tenure. No statistically significant 
differences were found based on presidential gender. 
"Inadequate Funding" "Lack of Understanding by the 
Academic Community of the Demands Involved in the 
Exercise of Presidential Leadership" and "Role Overload" 
were named as the three most important constraints by the 
total sample. A high level of job satisfaction was 
reported.
Further study is needed to advance the understanding 
of leadership in higher education; to raise the question 
of how college and university presidents can adjust their 
behavior to increase their effectiveness in the face of 
contemporary constraints; and to investigate the 
perceptions of constituents other than presidents 
regarding constraints on effective academic leadership.
